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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FrDAY, MARCH 25, 1938

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D,
offered the following prayer:

Gracious Father in Heaven, we praise Thee that Thou art
the peace that dwells in the shades of night and the radiance
and hope of a new day. The call of duty is with us; grant
that to labor manfully and wisely may be in our sincere
thoughts. By patience and courage help us to conquer hard-
ship, and keep us full of faith in Thee and in ourselves. Thou
who dost note the sparrow’s fall and dost guide the fowl
through the pathless sky, sustain us with calm assurance.
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Help us to rest in the promise that all things work for good
to them that love Thee and walk in Thy ways. Heavenly
Father, let us not be in haste to consider difficult tasks as
useless; let us not grow weary in welldoing. Bless us, we
pray Thee, with that grace that shall enable us to deal justly
and love mercy and maintain any faltering steps. In the
blessed name of Jesus. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. SNELL. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, may I call the attention of
the Members of the House and the country fo a statement
that was carried in the press this morning which in my
judgment perfectly typifies the knowledge and attention this
administration is giving to the financial affairs of the Gov-
ernment? The statement was carried by the Associated
Press and was supposedly given out by the Secretary of the
Treasury.

He admits in his statement given out to the country a
few days ago as to the amount of income taxes that would
be paid on March 15 was based on minor employees of the
Department going around and kicking the mail bags in the
office. On the hardness of the kick depended the amount
of money in the bag, and on this kind of information he
gave an official statement as the Secretary of the Treasury.

Is there any wonder, when the highest financial officer
of the Federal Government makes a statement of that kind,
and based on that character of information, that the people
of this country have no confidence or belief in any financial
statement that comes from this administration?

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to address the House for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAYBURN rose.

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentle-
man will not object. I want to draw a distinction between
the majority leader and the minority leader, and I hope
the gentleman will not object. I would like to speak in the
House and not in the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Gray] asks unanimous consent to address the House for §
minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. JARRETT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. Gray] may address the House for 10 minutes.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, for the reasons I have heretofore explained, which rea-
sons appear in the REcorp, and I have explained the situation
to the gentleman from Indiana, I must object so that I will
not violate a pledge I have previously made.

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, before the gentle-
man completes his objection, let me tell him what I am try-
ing to do. I realize that in the rush of the closing hours I
will not get any time. I am trying to get time outside of
the House and relieve you of embarrassment.

Mr. RAYBURN. 1 may say to the gentleman, I am cer-
tain that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SNYDER]
will yield the gentleman from Indiana 5 minutes during the
day, or even 10 minutes.

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. I do not want to be yielded time
during the day. If I am yielded anything, I want the time
yielded now. I have not got the time to stay here and I want
some time.

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman from Indiana knows I am
not going to violate a pledge which I have heretofore made
to this House.

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Will you ask the gentleman to give
me recognition immediately?
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GRray]?
Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I object.
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. DIES asked and was given permission to extend his
own remarks in the REecorb.

MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
(H. R. 9995) making appropriations for the Military Estab-
lishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for
other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of H. R. 9995, with Mr. LuTHER A. JOHNSON in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. Gray] T minutes.

NOTICE OF RADIO ADDRESSES ON THE 1937 DEPRESSION

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, it is the history
of the closing days of the last session of every Congress that
the legislative congestion brought on by the hurried consid-
eration of partly or unfinished bills and resolutions pre-
clude, under the rules of the House, proper time for any
one certain measure.

For the want of such adequate and proper time and the
opportunity to speak at length upon special subjects of
legislation which I deem most vital and imperative, I have
arranged a series of radio addresses to reach Members in
their homes and hotels after adjournment for the day.

This does not mean that I am waiving any of my rights
to speak in order on this or other legislative problems. But
this is to make additional time available which otherwise
I would not be afforded by reason of such overcrowded
calendars, of pending bills and unfinished business.

Beginning with next Saturday, tomorrow evening, March
26, at 9 o’clock, eastern standard time, I will speak to
the Members of Congress over WOL radio station, Washing-
ton, and every Saturday evening at the same time on the

cause of this 1937 depression and the remedy, and I invite

all Members to hear my remarks.

This first address will be directed preliminary and to the
general subject, The Invention and Use of Money, and will
be followed with The World Panic or Depression, and an
explanation of inflation and other phases of the problem to
conclusion. 3 )

This Congress was called by the people to meet the emer-
gency of the 1929 panie, and the failure of Hoover and his
Congress to restore normal, industrial conditions, and this
Congress, in accepting the call, assumed the obligations and
the responsibility for prosperity, and we have no right to
recess or adjourn until we have fulfilled this promise to the
people.

I did not come here or gain my seat on false pretenses or
insincere promises which I did not expect in fact to fulfill.
I propose to vindicate my chligations to remedy the cause of
this depression or fail in my efforts trying for want of co-
operation in Congress.

I propose to explain the cause and the precise currency
operations which brought this 1937 depression, and prescribe
the remedy to be applied specifying in detail the steps to be
taken. I propose to tell you what to do and show you
how to do it.

This administration and Congress was swept into office
and power on the failure of the Hoover Congress to relieve
from the 1929 depression and on the promise and pledge to
the people that we would remedy the 1929 panic and restore
and maintain permanent prosperity.

Eut we have not yet fulfilled this pledge and promise to the
people. We have not only failed to relieve from the Hoover
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1929 panic, but we have suffered a relapse and another de-
pression to come upon the country to be known as the 1937
depression.

I am taking the position as a Member that with the coun-
try still suffering and in the throes of these two depressions
the Hoover panic of 1929 and this relapse or depression of
1937, this Congress should remain in session until a direct
remedy is provided.

But this program need not be discouraging to the tired,
weary, homesick Members. Legislation can be enacted in
30 days and put in course of administration and prosperity
started on the way to meet and greet you at the train, instead
of the frown of another depression.

We do not need a new law to do it, nor a new board, de-
partment, or bureau, nor a single new office or official to do
it, nor any new kind or different form of currency. All we
have to do to restore normal conditions is to pass a congres-
sional or legislative mandate directing the operations of
existing currency facilities.

If the currency laws already enacted were invoked or re-
sorted to today, in good-faith enforcement and administra-
tion, the remedy for this and the 1929 panic would be started
in operation tomorrow to return values and the commodity
price level, to restore employment and earnings and income,
and the buying and consuming power of the people.

If the powers conferred by existing laws, under the au-
thority of the Constitution, were exercised to carry out the
purpose, the effect upon the country would be like magic.
The doors of factory, mill, and workshop would swing open,
stand ajar, the wheels of industry would start, and begin-
ning in less than 30 days.

The Banking and Currency Committees are in a state of
congestion and overcrowded with the consideration of con-
troversial bills, many of which possess special merit, but
which involve many details and complications to be worked
out before being finally enacted into law, and their provisions
creating new agencies requiring time for trial and practical
administration.

And with the practical experience of the administration of
these existing currency laws and facilities we can better con-
sider conditions and provide more comprehensive and de-
tailed legislation and create a public monetary system as full,
complete, and safeguarded as the Postal Department or the
revenue system.

Early in last year, 1937, misled by the demand to balance
the Budget, which in the midst and strain of depression,
when neither public nor private budgets can be balanced,
the Government entered upon the policy of the suspension
and relief of recovery payments, relying upon complaining
private industry to take up employment where the public
left off.

At this critical transition time, when new and additional
money was needed to make up or take the place of the
relief and recovery payments withdrawn, the Governor of
the Federal Reserve Board deliberately and secrefly entered
upon a drastic contraction of the public currency.

On last March, a year ago, 1937, Chairman Eccles of the
Federal Reserve Board prepared and published an official
statement denying the charge of currency confraction. But
the contraction of the currency was continued until over
three billions of currency and credit were withdrawn from
use and circulation.

It was these two concurrent currency movements, the
withdrawal of relief and recovery payments and the con-
traction of currency and credit, carried on together, at the
same time, that brought the fall of values and the price
level and the 1937 relapse of the 1929 panic.

I have long protested and warned against this secret con-
trol of the public currency by the private Federal Reserve
bankers. But all has been fruitless and in vain, and now for
want of sufficient time, under the general rules of the House,
I propose to continue and protest further by radio. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Ricu].



4146

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from Indiana
was speaking about the depression we are having at the pres-
ent time I wondered what he would call it. Would he call it
the Roosevelt recession? It seems to me that is probably the
best name he could give it. You know, the difference between
a depression and a recession is that in a depression things stop
and in 8 recession they not only stop but they go backward.
We are in a recession at the present time.

I come here today to talk to you about war, war, war. This
morning on the way to the House of Representatives I drove
around the Tidal Basin to see the beautiful Japanese cherry
blossoms. A beautiful morning like this when one can get
out in God’s great outdoors ought to make us all feel happy
and joyous. As I looked at the beautiful cherry blossoms sur-
rounding the Tidal Basin, there came to my mind the thought
that Japan evidently planted these blossoms for the purpose
of displaying its friendship toward our Nation and all the
nations of the world. I also wondered how Japan could go
to war with China and kill many people over there, as it is
doing, and not call it a war. It is a horrible situation to my
mind. Then I recalled the discussions we have had in the
House of Representatives in the past year, and especially
when we passed the Neutrality Act last year. At that time
every Member of Congress was thinking that he himself
would not, under any circumstances, permit this Nation to
get into a war with anybody. After we passed the Neutrality
Act the President signed it, and then he evidently stuck it in
a pigeonhole some place in his office, because he has not been
able to find it since he signed it for he has not put it into
effect. Why? The American people want to know why.
Oh, it is talk peace and prepare for war with the President.

If the President of the United States were opposed to war
and wanted to be on friendly terms with all the nations of
the world, it seems to me he would put the Neutrality Act into
effect and stop the exportation from the United States by
anyone of certain commodities that are being used for the
purpose of war.

Why has he not put that act into effect in the case of the
war between Japan and China and prohibited the exporta-
tion of such commodities to those two nations? If he should
prohibit such exportation, and if Great Britain would take
the same course, I venture the assertion that within 6
months the war in China would cease. Put in effect House
Joint Resolution 574—suspend business relations during the
war with China.

Why in the world do we Members of Congress come here
and talk peace, peace, peace at any price, and then do the
things we are doing at the present time? Building up a
great war machine. Let us review the situation in which
we in Congress find ourselves as a result of the occurrences
of the past 3 months.

First, we passed the regular naval appropriation bill car-
rying $553,000,000 for the Navy. In that bill we gave con-
sideration to everything that will be necessary for the pro-
tection of our shores against any nation. By the appropri-
ations in that bill we will become sufficiently strong to pro-
hibit any nation from gaining access to our shores; because of
it our annual increase in the Navy by 1941 will be an addi-
tional one hundred million. We passed that appropriation
bill in the regular course, and then like a thunderbolt out of
the clear sky, with no one knowing anything about it, not
even the members of the Committee on Appropriations or the
Committee on Military Affairs, the President of the United
States sent to the Congress a recommendation for the ex-
penditure of $1,200,000,000 additional in preparation for war.
Why did he not take into council the members of the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs? Why did he not discuss this recom-
mendation with the members of the subcommittee on naval
appropriations before he presented it to the Congress? This
is a matter we really should investigate. Mr. Roosevelt does
things alone and to his liking, and Congress rubber stamps
his actions. It is time to stop it. Members should think
for themselves.

We have not only passed these two bills but we are today
discussing whether we shall appropriate for the Army this
year $448,808,555, which is an increase of $32,500,000 over
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our appropriation for that purpose last year. In addition,
there is a reappropriation of last year’s funds in the amount
of $3,670,000 and a contract authorization of $23,297,000.
This makes a total sum of over $2,250,000,000 for war pur-
poses authorized or appropriated in one year—the largest
amount ever to be appropriated in peacetime.

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. RICH. I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. DOCKWEILER. After all the gentleman has said, all
the estimates he has given the House are less than what the
Budget has suggested for this year.

Mr. RICH. The Budget officer is just one officer appointed
by Mr. Roosevelt. I do not have much confidence in a lot
of the men Mr. Roosevelt has appointed, because he says one
thing and does another. In fact, I cannot believe him any
longer. Even after the estimates have been received from
the Budget officer and the members of the committee have
discussed the estimates it is only a few days until the Presi-
dent sends supplemental budgets to the Congress and asks
us to hook them on to an appropriation bill. The trouble
with the Budget officer, with the President of the United
States, and with this Congress is that they just use no sense
in appropriating the other fellow’s money. They are not
financially responsible. They do not know the value of a
dollar. They never met a pay roll, only from the other
fellow’s money. They could not run a business of their own;
they would bankrupt it. That is what we are doing. We
are nof appropriating money that belongs to us; we are ap-
propriating money that belongs to the people of this country,
the taxpayers’ money. Now, what are we appropriating this
money for? What are we trying to prepare for with this
money?

Are these appropriations for a war of aggression? . Cer-
tainly it looks like that when we make appropriations of such
fabulous amounts. If they are not for a war of aggression,
then why do we not pay more attention to the things that
are necessary for the fortification of our shores on the At-
lantic and the Pacific and build up our air forces? We can
do this for about one-tenth of what we are appropriating
now for these great naval vessels, and remember also that
you have authorized three more $70,000,000 vessels.

Mr. DOCEWEILER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. RICH. In just a moment when I have finished this
statement. You appropriated for three $70,000,000 war-
ships a year ago that have not been started.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5§
additional minutes.

Mr. DOCEWEILER and Mr. HARLAN rose.

Mr. RICH. I want to make this statement and then I
will be pleased to yield to my colleague from California.

Then you have appropriated for three more battleships in
the $1,200,000,000 bill at $70,000,000 apiece, which makes a
total of six battleships.

I now yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. DOCKWEILER. The gentleman just made the state-
ment he thinks we could spend one-tenth of the amount of
money provided in this bill, which is $448,000,000, which
would be about $45,000,000, and get an army the equivalent
of what the gentleman thinks we should have in this country.

Mr. RICH. No. I said one-tenth of all the money we
have appropriated, which is $2,250,000,000.

Mr. DOCKWEILER. The gentleman is a member of the
Appropriations Committee, and what amount of the money
does the gentleman think should be spent for the Army as
a part of our national-defense equation? The gentleman is
a member of the committee, like myself.

Mr. RICH. I say that we should cut down all of our
appropriations, and not alone the appropriations in the bill
we have before us, although we could cut that down 10
percent without affecting our national defense.

Mr. DOCEWEILER. I wish the gentleman was a member
of our subcommittee and could sit down and pare the bill
with us, because we could not cut it down 10 percent.
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Mr. RICH. Yes; I could cut it 10 percent easily. When
you go into all the bureaus we have in the Government, in-
cluding the Army and the Navy, you will find that every one
of them can be cut down 10 percent, and they will have to
be cut down or you will wreck this Nation of ours by reason
of the exorbitant expenditures. You are the greatest spend-
ers this Nation ever has known—of other people’s money.

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICH. I yield.

Mr,. HARLAN. A moment ago the gentleman criticized the
Navy Department or the administration for failing to con-
struct the three ships that have been ordered, and in the
following sentence the gentleman criticized the administra-
tion for extravagance in having made this second authoriza~-
tion. Is the gentleman criticizing the administration for
being too penurious in not having spent the money for the
three ships that are already authorized, or for being ex-
travagant by reason of the authorization that was just
made the other day?

Mr. RICH. I say this administration is too penurious, and
it is too extravagant. They ask for more than anyone should
have.

Mr. HARLAN. The gentleman gets them both ways.

Mr. RICH. Yes; I can put it both ways because I have not
much time for the administration we are having now. The
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gray] made a speech just a
little while ago, talking about the Roosevelt depression.
When Roosevelt took hold of this administration 5 years ago
we had 11,000,000 out of work, and today we have 13,500,000
out of work. You have the business of this country at a
standstill. You have the people of this country worried.
You have the people of this country so they do not know
where they are going. You have the people of this country
in the position where they do not know what stability there
is in this Nation of ours.

This is a deplorable situation in which we find ourselves.
Let us consider just what we may find in the country today
indicating that we are liable to get into difficulties within
our own borders.

I picked up the Philadelphia Inquirer this morning, and it
shows a German bund camp over here in Philadelphia that
had a meeting and the people tried to prohibit the assembly.
In the gentleman’s State of Ohio yesterday I notice the Gov-
ernor is going to investigate the German camps. It is the
thing to do. Why should they form here?

I may say that my grandmother lived to be 97 years of
age, and when she was a girl she could not speak a word
of English. She spoke German. When she died she could
not speak a word of German.

Now, I have some German blood in me; but, goodness
gracions! I tell you men that if old Hitler is going to try to
get these German camps started in this country so that he
may think he can come over here and take charge of Amer-
ica at the very first opportunity, I want to tell you that I
have not any German blood in my veins that will keep me
from being 100 percent American. I am 100 percent Ameri-
can, and I do not want any foreign country or any dictator
from any foreign shore coming over here and trying to inter-
fere with the progress of America or restrict American free-
dom. [Applause.]

We have much in our country today that is more dan-
gerous to American liberty and American institutions than
any foreign country. Let us beware of internal strife, hatred
that is created by men in high places between the employee
and employer, between cne class of people and another. It
is dangerous propaganda and should be abolished by all in
public office, especially in the office of President. We should
also obey the oath we have taken, the Constitution, and our
laws, America for Americans, the land of freedom and
opportunity.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Burbick].

Mr, BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, I am grateful to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey for extending me time to speak
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upon this occasion. I am not going to find fault with any-
one except the Congress of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, Congress has the reputation of not being
as responsive to the demands of the people as it should be.
Although the Members of this House, because of the fre-
quency of elections, should be alert to the demands of the
people, it happens, nevertheless, that important measures
are delayed and oftentimes worn out by time. In the mean-
time the country continues on its downward path to more
“depression,” more “recession,” and more ruin.

One of the things that contribute to this inaction of Con-
gress is the two-party committee system and the rules
adopted to make this control effective.

No new party is recognized, no matter what happens.
The Republicans and Democrats have controlled affairs since
1860, with no innovation, until these past 78 years have
established a custom which no one as yet has been able to
break down. .

The majority party makes the majority assignments, and
the other party finishes the job. Now the Democrats ap-
point all the chairmen and the majority of the committees,
and the Republicans fill out the names of the other com-
mitteemen. Majority chairmen and the ranking member
hand out the time in the House, and their power is absolute
and final.

If I, as an independent or Nonpartisan League Republican,
desire time or even a committee assignment, I must get
that from the Republicans. If I am irregular and will not
swallow whole what the orthodox Republicans hand out, I
can be punished for my independence in two ways. I can
be demoted on committees, which I was; and I can be de-
nied time in general debate, which I usually am, or at most
given 2 minutes or 5 minutes, but in most cases grudgingly.
Thus the independent is denied time in the general debate.

Under the 5-minute rule, where anyone can be recognized
who offers a pertinent motion, or moves to strike out the
“last word,” again the custom of the two-party system
shuts out the independent. A member of the committee has
preference over a member who is not. Hence, if the com-
mittee members desire to be recognized, we must wait until
the 15 or 20 members have their fill, and about the time
the independent thinks he is going to be recognized, the
chairman in charge of the bill moves that “all debate on
the amendment and all amendments thereto close in 5 min-
utes.” That leaves the independents in the House a full
period of 5 minutes to be divided among some 30 or 40 Mem-
bers.

That procedure bottles up the debate and a Representa-
tive who desires to express the will of his homefolks is bot-
tled up as completely as Cervera’s fleet was at Santiago.

The danger with which this committee system is sur-
rounded is that a. Member of Congress finds all his time taken
on some one committee and he has no time to “think.” He
becomes one-sided and knows nothing about legislation un-
less it has come before him in his committee. He learns
early to follow his committee, and not only that results, but
the Members generally rely upon the committee in guiding
their votes. In this way a comparatively few men in Con-
gress direct the whole legislative program, and with the rules
tuned to support the system, the opponents of committee ac-
tion are prevented from effective opposition; and the pro-
ponents of any legislation, other than what a committee has
approved, find they cannot even be heard on the measure.

The committee system as now organized gives special privi-
lege an open and easy way to write legislation. They, the
representatives of special privilege, do not come before Con-
gress or any considerable number of Congressmen. All they
have to do is to sell their idea to a committee. Not even
that—to a majority of the committee—and when that com-
mittee votes to report the bill, custom does the rest, and
Members of Congress, as they say frequently, “feel con-
strained to follow the recommendations of the commitiee.”
There you have it—and nothing has been done about it for
78 years—and through this system we find the following eco-
nomic results squarely in front of us this moment:



4148

We have since the Seventy-third Congress spent $20,000,-
000,000 to put the Nation back on its feet: eliminate unem-
ployment and reestablish business. That is all gone, and
not one cent can ever be salvaged. The unemployment roll
is bigger today than all our history and the depression has
increased in dimension.

Conservative estimates based upon a superficial census in-
dicated that 12,000,000 people were out of employment who
could work and needed work. The actual figure, where all
would report, would make that figure much larger. There
can be no dispute about this, for it is a matter of common
knowledge that a large percentage of the unemployed never
reported at all.

In our excitement of the moment, influenced by British
propaganda, we embark upon a huge Navy program, just at
a time when the people of the country are least able to bear
the burden of increased taxes. In this excitement the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs reports, and that is enough. The
Members fall in line and follow the committee and absolutely
forget to “think for themselves.”

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BURDICK. 1 yield.

Mr. McFARLANE, I understand that the Senate is going
to add three more superdreadnaughts to the bill.

Mr. BURDICK. It would be in line with what the Senate
usually does.

During the World War we had ready for action 39 capital
ships, and while the public still thinks the Navy was a master
weapon in that war, the fact remains that only six of these
ships saw war service and the other 33 were tied up in the
protected harbors of this country, and none ever left port
without first having the waters swept for mines. Yorktown,
Va., harbored the most of our grand fleet, and it stayed there
until the war was over.

But these facts make no difference, because members wish
to “follow the committee.”

We get further excited about our national defense and vote
billions for protective purposes, and at the same time cut
down the production of food, which wins all wars. We limit
the amount of crops a farmer can raise and thereby destroy
the greatest defense that any country can have. If the
nations of the earth knew we had food enough to last the
people of this country, and that it was available to all for 3

years, there is not a single power or combination of powers

who would dare to attack such a country,

The defeat of the greatest military genius of all time,
Napoleon, was due to a shortage of food; the Civil War ended
because the South was starved out; Germany made peace
terms because the German people were starving to death. All
history demonstrates this—that food is the vital element of
all conflicts. But that means nothing to this Congress—all
history is forgotten—even the history of our own country and
the Members “follow the committee,” and vote blindly for war
equipment and in the same breath limit the production of
food products.

‘We are engaged in a great war now, yet Congress does not
know it. A war against unemployment; a war against the
‘interest system that is a cancer in the vitals of this Nation;
a war against the inability of our natural trend of business to
maintain itself; a war against poverty, starvation, nakedness,
and for the homeless. We could well defend ourselves against
the world if we would win our own battle at home.

Some are afraid and have expressed the thought that Hitler
or some other dictator would take the United States. Hitler
never took any nation until that nation was first ready to be
taken. When Hitler ventured to annex Austria a large per-
centage of the Austrian people were asking to be taken, and
when he did enter Austria it was a reception instead of a
battle.

Unless the people of the United States desire to be taken,
no one will take this country. Our best battle against Hitler,
Mussolini, and Stalin is to win our own battles at home and
keep the ideals of our democracy before the people and make
it mean justice, freedom, and equality. If we do that, none
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of these dictators will have a formidable following in Ameriea.
‘We can keep right on, however, following precedent, commit-
tees, and whatnot while our great Nation plunges further in
the depths of depression until there will be a great number of
people willing to be taken if they can obtain the common
necessities of life.

If we mean to maintain peace, let us do two things—estab-
lish peace among our own citizens and then eliminate those
agencies which are fomenting war. Let us take over now,
in peacetimes, the munitions plants of the country and thus
stop war propaganda. If we are serious about this, why does
not Congress and the “committee” report on House bill 177,
which I introduced on January 5, 15 months ago. That bill
provides:

The prohibition of private manufacture of munitions of war, de-
fining the term “munitions”, and designed to prevent any war
except that of self-defense in the protection of the territory of the
United States and the territory over which it now exercises a pro-
tectorate adhering to the principle of the Monroe Doctrine
eliminating all possibility of war profits, and for other purposes.

If we wish to maintain on this continent a free govern-
ment which guarantees to every citizen the right to life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, which was in the great
charter, the Declaration of Independence, we must make some
constructive moves and refuse to follow the “committee.”

‘We should stop issuing interest-bearing bonds and call in
those bonds outstanding now and pay them in currency and
eliminate interest. The public and private interest payable
annually in this country consumes almost one-third of our
Nation’s income. It consumes all that labor and all the farms
can produce in 1 year. No one has arisen in Congress so far,
nor will one ever rise, and explain to the people of this coun-
try why the Government’s name on a bond is good while
the Government’'s same name on a piece of currency is not
good. When you have eliminated the interest racket, you
have recaptured the authority which the Constitution gave
Congress to coin and regulate the value of money. Cut out
the interest racket and you have destroyed the private use
of public money and credit which enriches the few and makes
paupers out of the many.

Special privilege has always been able to control the op-
erations of this Government because of their easy access
to the “committee system.” Special privilege does not re-
spect parties. It can use the Republican Party as well as it
can the Democratic Party. I used to snare gophers on the
prairies of Dakota, and once set my string at a hole down
which a gopher had disappeared. I waited, and no gopher
appeared. I looked around and saw the same gopher come
up out of another hole a few feet away. I set my string
there, and the gopher came up through the first hole. Until
I stopped up one hole I was unsuccessful in my quest, but
after having done that I caught my game. Just so in Con-
gress—special privilege is the gopher; and when it suits its
fancy, it comes up out of a Republican hole; when condi-
tions are more favorable, it comes out of a Democratic hole,
but all the while it is the same gopher.

Let a measure come up before Congress such as abolishing
the Federal Reserve System, and the private control of the
Nation’s credit and Democrats and Republicans will embrace
each other, in open meeting, to rally to the defense of the
“money power.” Give the Power Trust one single opening,
and it will be swarmed over with supporters, and in this
swarm there is no distinction between Republicans and
Democrats. Attempt to give the aged people of the United
States a chance to start the circulation of money from the
bottom and revive all business—out come the legions of
opposition who say it is “impracticable, utopian, and im-
possible”; but propose to hand over a few billion dollars to
the top strata, banks, railroads, and insurance companies,
and the same crowd who said putting money in at the bot-
tom was impracticable, utopian, and impossible will reverse
themselves and follow the “committee’ who say that the
banks, railroads, and insurance companies must be aided.

I am of the opinion that unless the people will elect Mem-
bers of Congress who will think for themselves, and not sub-
serviently follow a “committee,” that the future well-being
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of the greatest democracy on earth is dark and gloomy.
[Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 20 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the committee in presenting this bill feels
that it has given you a bill which provides for a well-rounded
program for our Army for the coming fiscal year. We have
tried to take care of the more critical items with reference to
matériel in this bill.

Roughly, the bill provides for an average of 12,300 officers
and 162,000 enlisted men for the Regular Army. It provides
a National Guard of 205,000. It provides 15-day training
for approximately 27,000 Reserve officers, and 30 days’ train-
ing for approximately 35,000 young men in the Citizens’
Military Training Camps.

Insofar as matériel is concerned we are taking care of
some of the more critical items necessary for a wartime
reserve. We are equipping our antiaircraft regiments com-
plete in the Regular Army, providing for complete equipment
for 7 of the 10 National Guard antiaircraft regiments and
training facilities for the other three National Guard anti-
aircraft regiments.

For the first time we are taking sensible steps toward a
progressive and harmonious development of the personnel
and matériel necessary for our national-defense system. In
this connection I commend to the careful attention of the
Members of the Congress and of the people of this Republic
the statement made before our subcommittee by Gen. Malin
Craig, the Chief of Staff. The statement he made before
the Subcommittee on Appropriations handling the War De-
partment supply bill for the fiscal year 1939 is an historic
document, It will constitute a landmark in the progress and
development of the national-defense policy of this Nation.
Clear, concise, and complete in every detail, well reasoned
and logical, it is the product of the heart and brain of one
of the ablest Chiefs of Staff this country has had in all its
long history. [Applause.l

I want to pay tribute to the sound common sense, the
patriotism, and the ability of Gen. Malin Craig, Chief of
Staff of the United States Army. [Applause.]

Due to troubled international conditions our country today
is national-defense minded as never before, A most un-
happy situation prevails elsewhere. It seems that the world
has gone mad.

It is certain that mad-dog nations are on the loose in the
world today. America has become really and truly the last
bulwark of a representative democracy throughout the whole
world at the present time, and democracy has her back to
the wall. It is a sad commentary on human nature, but it
seems to be true nevertheless, that today the world is gov-
erned by the force of might rather than by the force of right
and reason. In such a situation there is no alternative for
America, the last bulwark of democracy, but to prepare
herself for any eventuality in order to protect democratic
institutions and representative democracy. We must have a
balanced national-defense system.

May I correct the statement that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania inadvertently made, I am sure, on the floor of
the House today when he said we are this year appropriating
$2,200,000,000 for national defense. That statement is incor-
rect. We are appropriating a total of $997,000,000 for na-
tional defense this year. He charged to the actual appro-
priation the authorization contained in the nawval bill which
passed the House a short time ago of one and one-quarter
hillion dollars.

The Navy under our system of national defense is our
first line of defense. May I call attention to one thing in
connection with the Navy bill which recently passed the
House. That is, we seem to have established a new policy
with reference to aviation in this country. Heretofore every
study which had been made by joint boards or commissions,
whether Army, Navy, or civilian, showed there was an agree-
ment implied and adhered to that the ratio between the
aviation forces of the Army and Navy should be 60—40 in
favor of the Army. Under the findings of the Baker board
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we ‘adopted as our national defense policy a goal of 2,320
fighting planes for the United States Army. This goal will
be reached by July 1, 1940, if we continue the appropria-
tions for aviation as we have during the past 5 years. The
Navy bill recently passed by the House provided for a mini-
mum of 3,000 fighting planes. What the Navy wants with
50 many planes, I do not know. If seems to me a sound
policy would dictate that land-based planes should be placed
under the jurisdiction and control of the War Department.
Such planes could be assigned certain missions in conjunc-
tion with the fleet when operating near our coasts.

The function of the Army is to support the national poli-
cies, to protect the continental United States and its over-
seas possessions, including the defense of our naval bases,
and to provide for and prepare the land forces necessary
for the effective prosecution of war.

I am happy to advise you that our Army today is in a
better state of preparedness to carry out the functions and
the duties placed upon it by the Congress than ever before
in the peacetime history of America. Today we have the
finest and the most efficient peacetime Army in the history
of the Republic.

It is better equipped and there is a higher degree of morale.
The officers and enlisted personnel are thoroughly imbued
with the ideals of Americanism and the spirit of service.
The state of training is such as would permit the successful
conclusion of any operation assigned the Army. Under the
able leadership of the present Chief of Staff, we have a
harmonious plan for the progressive development of per-
sonnel and matériel in meeting national emergencies.

Under present plans the first mobilization plan would pro-
vide for the immediate calling of 400,000 men in the Regular
Army and the National Guard for the initial protective force.
As a second step in the defense of the country, the War De-
partments plans call for an augmentation of the initial pro-
tective force to a balanced all-purpose force of 730,000 officers
and men in units throughout the country to defend our
naval bases, to move to any threatened point of attack, and
to protect the vital defense installations of this Nation. In
addition to this force we would have 270,000 enlisted men
unassigned, to be used for replacement or other needs aa
occasion demanded.

The final plan calls for 1,550,000 men if the emergency
requires,

Let us take a look at the matériel program and see how
it progresses and coordinates step by step with the necessary
personnel for our national defense, For the first 400,000 men
called into service we have a sufficient supply of certain items
of equipment, but there is a lack in certain critical items,
the cost of which would be approximately $160,000,000 in
order to completely equip this initial protective movement.

The bill we present to you today takes the initial step in
the completion of the matériel program for the 400,000 men
we would have available in our hour of emergency for the
initial protective movement.
yi:l{rs ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will the gentlema.n

d?

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentlewoman from Massa~-
chusetts.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I notice there is very
little in the bill in the way of appropriation for construction
at Army posts. I have Fort Devens in my district. There is
an authorization for buildings there, but I notice it does not
appropriate very much money for the buildings at that post
and at other posts. I realize how important it is, but it
would save money if an appropriation could be made for the

‘buildings and it would result in work being given to the

unemployed also.

Mr. STARNES. May I say to the gentlewoman from Mas-
sachusetts I realize and appreciate the housing needs of the
Army. I wish it were possible to appropriate the money, but
we feel, in view of the international situation that exists
today, we should provide first for certain critical items that
would be absolutely necessary for the defense of this country
and its institutions. 'When those items are provided for I
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am quite sure the conditicns of which the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts justly complains will be remedied.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I believe the gentleman
is anxious to do that.

Mr. PACE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARNES. I yleld to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. PACE. As a matter of fact, the Department has filed
requests for housing totaling over $160,000,000.

Mr. STARNES. That is correct.

Mr. PACE. And those funds have been provided?

Mr. STARNES. No. We are attempting to provide in
this measure for vital necessities, such as antiaircraft equip-
ment, ammunition, jigs, and dies.

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr, SNELL. Is there any provision in this bill for in-
creasing the Regular Establishment of the Army?

Mr. STARNES. There is not.

Mr, SNELL. I suppose the committee gave careful con-
sideration to the general conditions throughout the country,
and even with the demand for a larger navy for defense
purposes was satisfied our small Regular Army is large
enough to met the emergency at the present time.

Mr. STARNES. At the present time. I am happy the

gentleman has raised the point. With the completion of
our aviation program it will be necessary to have additional
personnel, both officers and enlisted men, in order to man
the ships and care for the material which will be available.
The Congress will be called upon in a short time to authorize
the appointment of additicnal officers. There is probably
a bill now pending before the House Committee on Military
Affairs regarding this matter.
- It will be absolutely essential to have these officers in
order to keep the ships in the air. We will need at least
3,000 additional enlisted men in connection with the aviation
program and 3,000 additional men for manning the entire
aircraft defenses in the Regular Army.

Mr. SNELL. Those are all for the Regular Army?

Mr. STARNES. Yes.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr, MICHENER. When the additional air forces are in
existence will they add to the forces of the Army or take
the place of some other branch of the service today?

Mr. STARNES. Does the gentleman mean the additions
to our Naval Establishment?

Mr. MICHENER. Yes. If we add so many airplanes, does
this simply strengthen the Army to the extent of the addi-
tional airplanes, or does it mean the additional air forces
will make it feasible to dispense with some other part of the
service?

Mr. STARNES. My answer would be no. The Army has
its own particular needs, as has the Navy. The goal of
2,230 fighting planes, which is the minimum required for
‘the Army, has not been reached and will not be reached
prior to July 1, 1940. The point I raised in that connection
awhile ago was the disproportion provided for under the
Navy bill was a change in our aviation policy but it would
in nowise affect the absolute minimum needs of the Army.

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. HEALEY. Did I correctly understand the gentleman
to say the increase in the Navy would in no way relieve the
Army of certain of its duties? In other words, if we in-
crease our naval forces in order to conform with the au-
thorization bill just passed, will not this relieve to some
extent the necessity for a large standing Army?

Mr. STARNES. We have never had a large standing
Army in peacetime. The number of officers and men we
now have is the absolute minimum required to maintain our
present establishment and to maintain the dignity of this
Nation and assure the carrying out of its national policies.
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I do not believe that if you quadrupled the size of the pres-
ent Navy you could with wisdom reduce by a single officer
or a single man the present personnel of our Regular Estab-
lishment in the land forces.

In the progressive and harmonious development of our
national-defense system we find it would take at least
$1,000,000,000 to provide critical items of equipment to place
in the field the balanced, all-purpose force of 730,000 men
in units and 270,000 unassigned. By calling upon the war
reserve and stocks on hand that are obsoclete to a certain
extent and certainly not as effective as more modern stocks
and equipment would be, by making every sacrifice of that
nature, and by calling on private industry to assist us in
our program of equipping the augmented force, we could
place these million men in the field with the expenditure of
approximately $440,000,000 for material.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. PACE. I do not want to divert the gentleman too
much from his trend of thought, but in that connection—
and I ask this by reason of the gentleman’s position on the
Committee on Appropriations and my interest through mem-
bership on the Committee on Military Affairs—has the gen-
tleman’s committee given any thought to material in the
way of supplies necessary in time of war that cannot be
produced in this country, such as tin, that should be bought
and stored for a time of emergency? Is any item of that
character in the present bill?

Mr. STARNES. May I say to the gentleman from Georgia
that before we can embark upon a program of that sort we
will have to have legislation authorizing us to do so. We
have discussed it within the committee and we do appreci-
ate the necessity for such a wise provision for the national
defense. We hope the House Committee on Military Affairs
will soon give us the authority to proceed with such a pro-
gram. I hope to touch on this matter later in my address
to the House today.

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

:Ir. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Connecti-
cut.

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. I may say there has been
reported by the House Committee on Military Affairs a bill
covering this situation in regard to four commodities—man-
ganese, tin, tungsten, and chrome.

Mr. STARNES. I am happy to learn that is true. I hope
the bill will be acted upon favorably and that we can make
provision for the purchase and storage of certain vital ele-
ments. We have a mistaken idea in this country that we
are self-sufficient.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 additional
minutes.

Some of us have the mistaken idea that we are a self-
sufficient Nation, but we are absolutely dependent upon other
nations for certain vital supplies that are absolutely essential
for equipping and maintaining our armed forces and provid-
ing for an adequate national defense, such as tin, chrome
ore, tungsten, manganese, and other articles that are abso-
lutely essential in the manufacture of the high-grade steel
necessary for building battleships, providing guns for the
Army and the Navy, for construction of planes, and for the
storage of food and equipment for our Army.

In order to wage a war of defense successfully, we not
only must have mobilization plans for personnel but must
have, as we learned from bitter experience, a sound policy
and wisely conceived plans to effectuate such a policy of
mobilizing industry for wartime purposes. Such a policy
has been established and more than 10,000 industrial firms
in America have plans prepared in conjunction with the War
Department for the gearing of their machinery or the trans-
formation of their plants for supplying matériel needs of the
Army in an hour of emergency.

This will enable us to wage a war of defense more quickly
and effectively than we did in 1917, or as we have done in
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any war in the history of the Republic. Why, it takes a
year or longer, working at top speed, to build a munitions
plant from the ground up and put it in operation on any
appreciable scale.

It was almost a year, maybe longer, before we placed a
combat division equipped for service at the front in the
World War. When placed there it was not entirely equipped
with American equipment. The British and the French
supplied us with machine guns and automatic rifles for the
Infantry. The French supplied us with light artillery and
not a single American aviator fought over the lines in an
American plane. They had to use planes of foreign make.

This experience shows the absolute necessity of a har-
monious and proportionate balance between material and
personnel in a national-defense system.

There has been a lack of policy in the construction or
location of plants for the manufacture of munitions of war.
We have five plants in the country today for the manufac-
ture of munitions. Four of them are north and east of
Philadelphia and the other is in the State of Illinois. They
are the product of Colonial days and of the World War
and they are not a part of any well-rounded policy or
program of locating such plants in strategic areas, close to
raw material, where they would be practically invulnerable,
Their location is a condition and not the result of a policy.
There is no disposition, so far as I know, on the part of
anyone in the War Department or in the Congress or
throughout the country to relocate or to abolish any existing
plant for the manufacture of munitions in this country, but
there is a vital need for the location or the construction
of additional plants for the manufacture of munitions in
this country in strategic areas, invulnerable to attack, close
to available and abundant supplies of raw material, an ade-
quate labor reservoir, and where transportation facilities are
excellent.

In my judgment, one such plant should be located in
the southeastern section of the country in what we call the
Birmingham distriet, which covers the entire Southeast,
insofar as the manufacture of munitions is concerned. An-
other should be located in the Great Lakes area close to the
coal mines and the great steel centers of Cleveland and
Detroit. Another such plant should be located somewhere
in the West, preferably just east of the Rocky Mountains.
Such a policy would provide vital national-defense installa-
tions in areas practically invulnerable. At the present time
we have our eggs in one basket in the Northeast.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 3 more
minutes.

The Birmingham area or district is second only in im-
portance in our national-defense plans for ordnance pro-
duction to the Pittsburgh area. The Birmingham area has
a greater variety of raw materials used for national defense
than any section of our country. Inexhaustible supplies of
iron ore and coal lie in close juxtaposition to huge deposits
of limestone. In this area are found phosphate beds and
manganese. Huge plants now in operation could provide
the elements needed for our Chemical Warfare Service.
Here, too, is a fine labor reservoir and an excellent network
of railroads and highways. With the development of the
Coosa-Alabama waterway and the Tennessee under the
T. V. A. we would have an all-year-round water transporta-
tion system second to none connecting us with the Ohio
Valley and Great Lakes areas as well as the Gulf. The
Chief of Staff directed a study be made of this area the past
year at my request. It was found this area possessed the
necessary requisites for a munitions plant, for the manu-
facture of shells and other ordnance equipment.

We must have a sufficient number of Government-owned
and operated plants capable of rapid expansion to meet
wartime requirements for the purpoze of supplying vital and
critical items of ordnance. This is essenfial. Private indus-
try cannot and will not engage in the mavnufacture of cer-
tain materials, To do so would be highly unprofitable.
Private industry cannot sell 3-inch shells, huge naval guns,
large quantities of smokeless powder and of bombs to a
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civilian population in this country. They have no need for
such articles in their respective avocations.

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. STARNES. Yes.

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I am glad the gentleman is touching
on this subject, because the country is misinformed. There
is practically none of the man-destroying material used in
the Army that is manufactured by private corporations or
by so-called profiteers. It is all manufactured in our own
arsenals, even to our own small rifles, which are manufac-
tured in our own factories.

Mr. STARNES. Yes. I have talked to some of the lead-
ing industrialists in the Southeast. They tell us frankly
they are not interested in the manufacture of such articles,
because there is no demand for them save by the Army.
They further say the relatively small orders and require-
ments of the Army do not justify the expensive tooling and
equipment necessary for manufacturing ordnance. The
manufacture of machine guns, rifles, artillery, and other
ordnance equipment calls for a high grade and quality of
steel. It also calls for highly technical and expensive equip-
ment for their production. But, Mr. Chairman, we can sup-
ply for these people for war purposes jigs and dies and
certain materials that this bill provides for, so that private
industry can transform their plants into wartime produc-
tion within a minimum of time. May I say this in con-
clusion: It is a matter of vital interest to every American
citizen that we provide adequate national defense. This is
absolutely essential for the perpetuity of democratic ideals.
Unless we are able to defend our country and its institutions
it shall surely perish in the onward march of dictator na-
tions just as other nations have perished. Do not say that
it cannot happen here. Do not say that with improvements
in this modern era, with high-speed planes whose cruising
radius is increasing by thousands of miles, that the Atlantic
and the Pacific Oceans can provide for us the safety they
provided in another day.

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. STARNES. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. Iam curious to know whether
the committee has any information on the carrying out of the
provisions of the Wilcox Act of 1935, particularly in view of
the last statement of the gentleman concerning the develop-
ment and use of planes. I believe that the Army desires to
go ahead with the Alaskan air base, but I do not believe there
is any provision in this bill for that.

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, there is not; and we feel
it would probably be the wisest thing today to have additional
specific authority to do so. That is our feeling about it.

Mr, Chairman, every American citizen, regardless of his
creed, race, or color, should be interested in providing and
maintaining an adequate national defense. Only by such a
provision are we assured of the continuation of freedom of
speech and of press and of conscience in this country. It is
only by such a provision that labor and industry can work
hand in hand in a proper development of the country free
from unnecessary restrictions and regulations on the part of
a dictatorship. I hope the day will never come in this Nation
when we will listen to the siren music of idealistic, impractical
pacifism to such an extent we will neglect to provide for the
common defense and thus make this fair land of ours easy
prey for the onward march of ruthless, cold-blooded dictators
throughout the world. [Applause.]

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 12 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAVERICK].

TRENDS ARE AWAY FROM DEMOCEACY, RISING EXECUTIVE POWER, UNDUE
ATTENTION INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Mr. MAVERICEK. Mr. Chairman, more attention is being
given international affairs than problems at home.

More altention is being given the Navy than the Army; we
are providing more overseas and aggressive weapons than
weapons for necessary national defense.

The Air Service of the Navy is being emphasized and built
up at the expense of the Army Air Service, This lop-sided

.
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policy is bad, because airplanes in the Navy tend to be devel-
oped for warship defense rather than for national defense.

DEADLY PARALLELS THIS ADMINISTRATION AND PRESIDENT WILSON'S

There exist many deadly parallels between the administra-
tion today and that of Woodrow Wilson.

Then we started out with great reforms, bogged down, and
muddled ourselves into the World War.

CONGRESS EVADES PRESSING FROBLEMS—MUDDLED SITUATION T. V. A.

If we of Congress are frank with ourselves, we must admit
that we are evading our most pressing economic, business,
and labor problems at home.

We have even abandoned the effort to obtain information
on monopoly and big business, and the present depression.

Congress has evaded other matters of the greatest impor-
tance, such as the T. V. A.

Representative government has for some time demanded
an investigation of T. V. A., for the purpose of giving the
American people all of the information.

The present muddled and unfortunate situation of the
T. V. A, the greatest of the New Deal enterprises, would not
have occurred had Congress acted to investigate and study
it when such resolutions were offered months ago.

NOTHING ENOWN OF UNEMPLOYMENT, NO EFFORT TO FIND OUT

Neither this Congress nor any since 1933 has had a real
study or inquiry of unemployment, and literally nothing at
all is being done for the unemployed except the granting of
shockingly inadequate relief and W. P. A.

Billions of dollars have been appropriated by Congress for
relief, without the remotest idea of how it is going to be
spent.

‘We know nothing of unemployment and less than nothing
about the basic causes; this House of Representatives,
charged with the duty of raising the money, refuses to make
an inquiry into the subject.

REPUBLICANS NEED NOT REJOICE—THEY HAVE NO PROGRAM

But Republicans need not rejoice—they have generally
advocated nothing, or have advocated something worse,
They literally have no program at all.

The Democratic Party at least has the germs of accom-
plishment, although these germs are now frozen stiff.

It is for the people to put on the heat.

POLITICAL ACCOMPLISHMENT PARALYZED; T. V. A. AN ANTICLIMAX

Political accomplishment, or even thought, is paralyzed.
We do nothing and wait on the Executive—the apparent
decision to consider T. V. A. after many months of dilly-
dallying being a fair example, and also an anticlimax.

The responsibility of economie, social, and political
achievement lies in the first place with Congress—not with
the executive or judicial branches of our Government.

PRESIDENT DOES NOT ATTEMPT TO DOMINATE CONGRESS

For 5 years severe criticism has been leveled at the Presi-
dent to the effect that he is attempting to dominate Con-
gress in all its acts. It has been clearly apparent since the
beginning of the special session and throughout the regular
one that the President has made no effort whatever either
to guide or dominate Congress.

In fact, on many important issues, the President has
pointedly refrained from asking Congress to do anything.

This is brought out in his recent attack on conditions of
the South—that appeal was not to Congress, but directly to
the people.

IT IS THE FAULT OF CONGRESS—NOT THE EXECUTIVE

In spite of the fact that the President has left Congress
to its own devices, Congress has done nothing, and seems to
be in a sort of stupor.

It is reasonable to say that Congress as a whole is trifling
with democratic liberties, abandoning its own prerogatives,
and causing the constant increase of Executive power
through its own inaction.

This is not the fault of the Chief Executive.
of Congress.

If we asserted our representative powers, if we gave the
American people definitely responsible government, either

It is the fault
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liberal or conservative, nothing at all could stop us. And
the people are anxious for us to do so, rather than follow
our habit of floundering from one policy to another, and
a course of inaction,

LET CONGRESS REASSUME ITS LOST PREROGATIVES

In the days of the emergency in 1933, the President made
strong recommendations, which were rightfully followed by
Congress. Now it appears that Congress does not know
what to do, because it has not been told just exactly what to
do. I hear various fellow Democrats wondering what the
President thinks of this and that, and we are told mysteri-
ously that the White House wants this or that when there
is absolutely no indication of it whatsoever. We had better
learn to do something for ourselves.

If the President had the courage to give leadership both
for the executive branch and the legislative in a time of deep
distress and emergency, certainly Congress should now have
the courage and leadership to reassume its powers.

HOME SWEET HOME, PARLIAMENTARY OSTRICHES; ANYTHING MAY

HAPPEN

I had prepared a paraphrase of Home, Sweet Home, and
how we should stay out of foreign wars and mind our own
business, but for fear that someone might think what I have
said is not meant in the greatest seriousness, I have left
it out.

Certainly we are not following a realistic course, but are fill-
ing our heads with mental escapes and self-satisfying dreams.

Like parliamentary ostriches, we have our heads in the
sand of an idea desert.

Unless we hold up our heads and assume our representa-
tive duties, anything may happen. [Applause.]

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 12 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HArLAN].

Mr, HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, we are devoting ourselves
at the present time to the matter of appropriating for the
War Department for the purchase of many needed materials
and supplies. I direct attention of the House to a matter
indirectly connected with this, and that is the matter of the
disposition of part of our war materials. I refer to horses
and mules that have been worn out in the service of the
United States. We have a provision in section 311a of title
40 of the Code which requires that all things of value held
by the Government must be sold at auction. The way this
operates so far as our horses and mules are concerned is that
these horses are first used by the War Department, and
every bit of use that is available to the strenuous service in
the War Department is taken out of them. When the War
Department is through they are transferred to the other
governmental departments, where a little lower degree of
activity is required. When that degree of usefulness is
wrung out of these animals they are then put up at auction
and sold to the highest bidder, whomever he may be. The
fact of the matter is that when ihese horses are sold at
auction they are purchased very largely by junk dealers and
hucksters in cities, and in their possession, through methods
of starvation and cruelty and torture, these horses that
have served the United States, many of tbhem for 15 or 20
years, give up the very last spark of energy that their aching
bodies have—all because the United States gets five or six or
seven dollars out of their hides.

Mr. Chairman, a horse 20 years of age corresponds to a
man somewhere in the neighborhood of 75 or 80, and these
horses are approximately that age when they are sold on the
block. Last July some of these horses were sold in Washing-
ton, spavined, lame, crippled in different ways; but they still
had a day or two of work in them. They ran from 18 to 20
years of age. The United States after paying for the ad-
vertising, after getting them ready for the sale, got $25 apiece
I think for these horses. These horses were fortunate. With
that evidence of cruelty on the part of this Government being
blazoned forth in the papers the local humane society pur-
chased four and put them out to pasture here so they could
have a few days of peace before they died.
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The advertisement, as published abroad for the sale of
these properties, read:

Gray gelding, approximately aged 20, weight about 900 pounds,
tender-footed and weak in joints. Fair condition, name Pewee, a
mule.

Gray gelding, age 18, weight about 1,000 pounds, weak tendons
causing mule to drag left leg. Fair condition. Name Dick.

A third mule, also a gray gelding, is about 18 years old, weighs
1,100, s wind broken, condition fair; name, Charlie.

No. 4 is a gray gelding, Bootlegger, age 20, weight 800, condition
fair. Too fast for farm work.

No. b6 is Joe, 21; weight, 2,100 pounds; tender-footed, becomes
lame when used regularly.

Sealed bids will be received until 10 a. m. Thursday, and the
quintet will go to highest bidder.

I have submitted a bill, H. R. 9848, now pending before
the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments. This bill is an amendment of the section I read just
a moment ago, 311 (a) of title 40, to the extent that it gives
the officials of the Government the power to either humanely
destroy these animals that have been worn out in Govern-
ment service or to put them out to pasture. This bill, being
H. R. 9848, Seventy-fifth Congress, third session, reads as
follows:

A bill to require that horses and mules belonging to the United

States which have become unfit for service be destroyed or put to
pasture

Be it enacted, ete., That notwithstanding the first proviso in the
fourth paragraph under the heading “Division of Supply” in title T
of the act entitled “An act making appropriations for the Treas-
ury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1930, and for other purposes,” approved December 20, 1928 (45
Stat. 1030), horses and mules belonging to the United States which
have become unfit for service shall be destroyed or put out to
pasture.

The fact of the matter is that the War Department for
years by some hecus-pocus has been doing this very thing
with horses that have had some outstanding service record.
General Pershing’s horse is out at pasture now, and other
horses of outstanding service records, horses for which some
person has a deep affection; but the governmental depart-
ments outside of the Army apparently have not mastered the
old Army game to that extent, and every other Government
department sells these poor, diseased, crippled animals on
the block to be tortured for the rest of their lives, in most
cases.

If the United States Government, with expert care of these
horses by the finest veterinarians and the best feed, can no
longer make these animals render enough service to pay for
their feed, what can we expect of these people into whose
hands a $20 or $25 horse falls? They will feed him anything
in the line of food, regardless of quality and as meagerly as
possible, and will drive him by whip and other kinds of
punishment into rendering service that his feeble, aged body
is no longer able to deliver. Think of it. A horse 20 years of
age corresponds in age and decrepitude to a man 75 or 80.
Think of putting such a horse out to work, usually not on a
farm where work is intermittent and the ground soft, but
almost always to a city huckster or junk dealer to be driven
incessantly, pulling heavy loads over city streets.

The horse has been mankind’s friend from the days of
darkest barbarism to the present time. Take the horse out
of American history and you leave a very vacant spot. Paul
Revere’s ride and Sheridan’s ride would not have taken place.

General Grant, because of his love of horses and his
appreciation of their invaluable service, refused to take the
horses of Confederate officers in the surrender at Appomattox
because he said they would be needed for the spring plowing.
In time of war, horses are driven into danger against which
they have no protection to be blinded, wounded, and killed
as a sacrifice to human folly. Horses have joined in every
struggle of mankind and confributed as much as any other
factor to man’s control over his environment and to his
civilization.

It was the horse that cleared the forest and broke the sod
for the early American pioneer. It was the horse that
dragged the immigrant wagon through the marshes and
forests and across the prairies to bring under cultivation our
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western land, and furnished the first bonds that united us as
a nation. It was the pony express that made our first mail
service a possibility, and it was that service in the days before
the telegraph that held together the eastern and western
territory of this country when the whole Government was
threatened with disorganization by the Civil War. And now
that country, largely preserved by the faithful service of
horses and mules, the most prosperous country on the globe,
after having wrung 15 or more years of service from its
speechless servitors, for the sake of $5, $10, or maybe $15, puts
them on the auction block instead of giving them the merci-
ful 45-caliber bullet that would end their misery or, better
yet, putting them out to pasture for some days of reward for
the service they have rendered. Discontinuing this practice
will mean nothing to our revenue. It is just an ordinary act
of decency and humanity on the part of the Government.

Mr. Chairman, this may not have an appeal to some of us
who possibly are not informed on the subject, but to the very
extent that our people have indulged in humane activities
we have made for our own advancement. Do you know that
the very health laws in this country were initiated by hu-
mane activities on behalf of dumb cattle in the State of New
York? In 1869 many people in New York City were keeping
cows in their own barns, giving them no sunlight, no exer-
cise. The animals, of course, soon became infected with
tuberculosis. They were fed swill from the distilleries.
Milk from these animals was fed to babies in New York City.
The Humane Society in that city took this up, but could get
no place because there was no law to protect the health of
babies. They did not then know anything about bacterial
The humane organization then resorted to prosecuting the
owners of these cows for cruelty to the cows for milking them
while sick. Through that instrumentality New York City
stopped the production and sale of that kind of disease-
purveying milk. The health activity which has developed
since had its start in that movement to protect cows from
cruelty. :

About the same time a little girl in New York was being
tortured and beaten by some people who claimed to be her
relatives. The police and the different service agencies tried
to protect her, but there was no law.

Just as today we have citizens of eminent respectability
who tell us with smug piety that it is not proper to interfere
between the child and its parents and that therefore child-

-labor laws are not to be thought of, so we had medieval-

minded citizens in New York City in 1874. It is a breed that
is not easily exterminated. These same citizens blocked the
efforts to rescue this defenseless child at every turn by utter-
ing the trite philosophy that the custodian of a child should
not be interfered with in managing its ward.

Finally this same anticruelty society in desperation said
that every human being at any rate was basically an animal,
and it prosecuted the custodian of this child for cruelty to
animals. The child was brought into court, not as a human
being but as an animal.

The American Humane Association was thereupon estab-
lished by Elbridge T. Gerry, the father of Senator GERrRY, now
a Member of the United States Senate. This organization
was established to extend the same protection to defenseless
human beings that had been only a short time prior thereto
conferred upon the animal creation in a few sections of the
United States.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 3 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. SHORT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARLAN. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. SHORT. Being a horse lover myself, and the gentle-
man'’s eloquent plea almost brings tears of sympathy to my
eyes, and coming from Missouri, I trust the gentleman from
Ohio will extend the provisions of his bill so as to give the
benefits of it to that poor dumb beast of burden, the lowly
jackass.

Mr. HARLAN. I have anticipated the gentleman, not to
the extent of the jackass, because I do not believe Uncle
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Sam has many of those animals being used for work pur-
poses, but I have extended this bill to the Missouri mule,
I have no desire to overlook any Republican voters in Mis-
souri.

When this auction of horses occurred last summer, Gen.
Hugh S. Johnson, who, when he is not animated by per-
sonal dislikes, is a very broad-minded and human individual,
made these remarks in one of his newspaper accounts:

.é horse at 20 is equivalent in old age to a man between 80
and 90.

All Government horses are well cared for where they serve, but
what do you suppose will happen to these decrepit veterans after
the auction?

On experience, what will happen to them is a few final months
of cruel service in starvation. They won't bring enough to pay
the expense of sale and cost of keep to date of delivery. The
transaction would be much more creditable to Uncle Sam, eco-
E&nl:icany and ethically, if it consisted simply of a merciful 45

et.

More merciful and creditable still, on a Government farm pre-
sumably with a pasture, would be to pension off such veterans,
with gr: space in summer and a little experimental fodder
in winter. It wouldn't be for long.

It is easy to become sentimentally mawkish about these animal
affairs, The intensely practical and too frugal French would
frankly slaughter these old servitors and peddle their flesh as a
secondary meat ration—a procedure after all, far more merciful
than the sale of faithful equine Uncle Toms to unidentified Simon

es down the river of starvation, abuse, and misery.
Blue Cross, the 8. P, C. A, or somebody ought to get after
this,

If a private owner of a horse that had served him faithfully
from 15 to 18 years sold its aching body off for a couple of
dollars, to drag out its dreary life pulling a rag picker's wagon on
a diet of shavings, he wouldn't be popular with the neighbors,

But its O, K. for the Federal Government, Something ought to
be done about this,

Mr. Chairman, this bill is now pending before the Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments. That
committee is composed of the gentleman from Missouri,
JoEN J. CocHRAN, as chairman, and the following additional
members: ArLrarp H, Gasque, of South Carolina; WiLriam M.
WaITTINGTON, of Mississippi; GLENN GriswoLp, of Indiana;
Ben Cravens, of Arkansas; James L. Quinn, of Pennsylvania;
James A. O'Leary, of New York; Don GINGERY, of Pennsyl-
vania; James J. LanzerTa, of New York; EnmeErR L. WENE, of
New Jersey; WiLriam S. JacoBseEN, of Iowa; LAURENCE F.
Arnorp, of Illinois; Wirriam J. FrrzceraLp, of Connecticut;

-JorN F. Hunter, of Ohio; LuTHER PaTRICK, of Alabama;
MerLIN HurL, of Wisconsin; CrARLES L. GIFrorp, of Massa-
chusetts; CLArRE E. HorFMaN, of Michigan; BERTRAND W. GEAR-
HART, of California; D. LanE Powers, of New Jersey; (GEORGE
J. Bates, of Massachusetits.

I am placing these names in the Recorp so that if the
Members of this House desire to see a bill of this kind passed
they can communicate with their friends on this committee
to the end that an early hearing may be granted.

This is a bill for which no lobbyist will appear at your door
offering either threats or promises. Your support of this bill
will bring no promise of votes or campaign contributions.
You will not even receive an expression of gratitude from the
dumb animals who alone will be benefited. You will receive
nothing but the self-gratification of knowing that you have
at least cast one vote that will be chalked up to your credit
as being a human being.

Inquiry at the Procurement Department discloses that
there are very few of these horses and mules sold, probably
not to exceed 100 a year, scattered all over the United States
and its possessions, but that is just 100 cases of ingratitude
and needless cruelty on the part of our Government. It is
needless because the revenue received is but a pittance and
too small for any country, especially the United States, to
“acquire at the expense of misery and suffering. In the words
‘of General Johnson, “Something ought to be done about this.”

[Applause.]
[Here the gavel fell.]
Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take up much of the time
of the Committee to give a full explanation of the bill, be-
-cause on yesterday the very able chairman of this Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations went fully and thoroughly into the
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details of the bill. This being an appropriation bill, it deals
largely with statistics and figures and not with policy. How-
ever, I want to direct a few remarks to some matters of
policy that seem to me to be important with reference to our
defense program in connection with air defense.

I realize that in order to have proper and adequate na-
tional defense it is necessary that we should have to foot a
large bill. On account of the higher wage standards and
living standards in the United States, our national-defense
system and program cost a great deal more money than the
defense programs of other nations. The United States,
although one of the largest and richest nations in the world,
is seventeenth in the rank of ifts Army among the armies of
the world. I feel that the size of our Army today is not out
of proportion with its task.

I am one of those who believe that the Navy is and should
be our first line of defense. Last week we authorized a huge
sum, which will place the Navy of the United States among
the first navies of the world. While we are building an
adequate Navy, we should not forget that the United States
ought to have an Army in proper proportion to meet its
functions on the continental shores of the United States and
our foreign possessions.

One of the most popular branches of national defense is
the air force. Among the nations of the world it is com-
monly agreed that an adequate air force is necessary and
essential in a well-balanced program of defense; yet, Mr.
Chairman, the Air Corps is one of the most expensive parts
of our national defense.

Last year the naval air force cost about $80,000,000, as I
understand it, and this year we are appropriating for the
Air Corps the sum of $113,000,000, which is about 28 percent
of the total appropriated for the Military Establishment for
the year 1939. Of this about $70,000,000 is direct and $43,-
000,000 indirect.

‘We have provided in our program for the Air Corps of
the Army to be completed by July 1940, 2,320 planes. The
testimony taken before our committee shows that the ex-
pense to take care of a complement for 2,320 planes will be
$143,000,000 plus. I do not know just what the program for
the Navy planes will cost, but if the cost for the 2,300 Army
planes runs around $143,000,000, and the Navy planes cost
as much, you can appreciate that the program covering air
defense will reach enormous proportions. I am not criticiz-
ing the air force.

It is an essential branch of our national defense, but
as far as possible we should coordinate the air force of the
Navy and the air force of the Army, so the equipment of this
branch of our national air service may be procured as
cheaply as possible, and so the two branches of the service
shall not in any way duplicate each other any more than
can possibly be avoided.

Last week the committee agreed to an amendment to the
Vinson bill which authorized not less than 3,000 planes for
the Navy. I am informed that no hearings were held on the
question of whether or not this number of planes was neces-
sary; nevertheless an amendment was adopted on the floor
of the House authorizing not less than 3,000 planes. If we
add the 3,000 planes built and to be built for the Navy, to
the 2,320-plane program of the Army, we will have 5,320
planes. This will place us second among the nations of the
world in number of planes. As I understand, Great Britain
has now approximately 5,600 planes and stands first in num-
ber. Great Britain is in a different situation from the
United States, because it has that far-flung, sprawling em-
pire which spreads its length and breadth all over the world.
It is necessary that Great Britain have a huge navy and a
huge air force; yet when we look at the component parts of
the Navy and the Army program of Great Britain we see
that Great Britain with its enormous Navy, and with its
colonies all over the world, has a naval air force of less
than 500 planes while its Army air force consists of about
4,100 planes.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 additicnal
minutes.,
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France, with an air force of approximately 2,300 planes,
has only about 157 naval planes.

In this country we have adopted the policy of a ratio of
about 60 to 40 for the Army and Navy airplanes. During
the hearings I asked General Westover to give me the pro-
gram as to authorization and the ratio between the Army
and Navy planes. In his testimony on page 487 of the hear-
ings he said it was the opinion that the relative expenditures
for aviation for the national defense should be about 60
percent for the Army and 40 percent for the Navy, and that
the Secretary of War approved the joint board report sub-
mitting the two programs on September 18, 1934, subject to
the following qualifications:

The appropriations for the Air Bervice, Army and Navy, should
be considered at the same time by the same congressional com-
mittee, and suitable division of the funds appropriated made by
Efﬂne%ress, based on the requirements of each Service and for com-

It is further shown that the Air Corps Act of July 1926
authorized a total of 1,800 planes for the Army. The act of
June 24, 1926, authorized a total of 1,000 planes for the
Navy. This is a ratio of about 18 to 10, and this ratio ex-
isted up to the passage of the Vinson-Trammell Act on
March 27, 1934, which authorized the Navy to have addi-
tional planes commensurate with the size of the Navy.

General Westover further states:

There appears to be an indication of acceptan
18 to 10 over a period of 8 years from 1926 to 1934. This ratio 1s
approximately 55 percent for the Army to 45 percent for the Navy
and is the one In existence at the present time.

I particularly want to call the attention of the Committee
to the fact that in view of the enormous cost of air defense,
this Congress, in my opinion, should adopt some means of
having better control of and more coordination between the
two branches of the Air Service.

Mr. MAVERICE. Mr. Chairman,
yield?

Mr. TERRY. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MAVERICK. In connection with coordination, Does
the gentleman see any reason the Navy should have more
airplanes than the Army? 1Is there any sense to that?

Mr. TERRY. I am not quarreling with the Navy for
having a lot of planes. I am not saying the Army should
have all the planes. I do say, however, that in spite of the
fact that the ratio adopted is on the basis of from 55 to 60
for the Army and from 40 to 45 for the Navy, all of a
sudden last week, in the Navy bill, without any hearings
and without any consideration, we entirely disrupted the
proportion of planes as between the Army and Navy that
has been adopted and recognized throughout the years we
have been building up the air force.

Mr. KITCHENS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. TERRY. I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. KITCHENS. Has the gentleman's committee con-
sidered the question of whether it might be well to put all
the aircraft of the United States in one division and have
one head for all the aircraft service?

Mr. TERRY. We did not go info the consideration of
whether there should be just one department of air de-
fense, but I understand there is a joint board of control
coordinating policies as between the Army and Navy, and
it is supposed that all questions in regard to policy are to
be worked out by that board. However, I do not know how
well this board functions, and certainly there was no co-
ordination in the action taken last week in arbitrarily
raising the naval air force to nof less than 3,000 planes.

Mr. MAVERICK. As a matter of fact, the joint board
has not met for over a year,

Mr. TERRY. I do not know whether it has or not.

Mr, MAVERICEK. I believe that is correct.

Mr, ENGEL. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TERRY. I yield tothe gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. ENGEL. The question of combining the air forces
would be a guestion of policy to be determined by the Com-

ce of the ratio of

will the gentleman
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mittee on Military Affairs and would not come under the
jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on Appropriations.

Mr. TERRY. It certainly would not come under the juris-
diction of the Subcommittee on Appropriations. I do not
know that the Committee on Military Affairs should de-
termine that question by itself, and that is the point I
want to reach now.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. TERRY. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Even though we might not
have unified direction of the two air forces, would it not be
helpful in the deliberations of the Congress if we could
have a combined picture of our total air strength?

Mr. TERRY. I think that is correct, and in this connec-
tion, Mr. Chairman, I want to submit this proposition to the
Committee:

We have a Naval Affairs Committee and we have a Com-~
mittee on Military Affairs. Naturally, each of these com-
mittees looks at the problem from the standpoint of the
particular branch of the service it represents.

This is human nature and perfectly natural, and to a cer-
tain extent this influence might tinge the actions of the War
Department and naval subcommittees of the Committee on
Appropriations; and it seems to me that in order to avoid
this partisanship, if I can use that term, and to put the
House in position to have a proper coordinated program, we
should have a new committee in this House, say, a com-
mittee on national defense, a committee that would coordi-
nate these two branches of our national defense. Such a
committee could be composed of members of the Military
Affairs Committee and members of the Naval Affairs Com-
mittee, supplemented by members of the subcommittees of
the Committee on Appropriations on the Army and the Navy;
and also we might have on that committee some men from
the Foreign Affairs Committee, or it might be a committee
composed entirely of men not connected with either the
Military Affairs Committee or the Naval Affairs Committee,
It seems to me it would be a good thing to have a committee
on national defense so that when questions come up involv-
ing a matter in the twilight zone, if I may use that expres-
sion, as between Army and Navy functions, and especially
between functions of navy aviation and army aviation, this
Committee on National Defense could take up the question
of policy and settle it.

Mr. Chairman, when the airplane was in its infancy and
when it was first placed on battleships and cruisers, it was
known as the eye of the Navy, and its only function was to
go up in the air and act as an observer for the naval vessel,
but with the passing of the years, the small airplane, which
was used for the purpose of observation only, has become a
giant in size and in importance, even to the extent of sup-
planting the great battleship from whose deck it formerly
flew. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr, GWYNNE].

Mr, GWYNNE. Mr. Chairman, in his Budget message the
President called attention to the advisability of power in the
Executive to veto separate items in an appropriation bill
He called upon Congress to decide whether this result should
be accomplished by a constitutional amendment or by some
other means. I dare say to accomplish this by a constitu-
tional amendment would have its advantages. However, I
am of the opinion that the same result can be accomplished
without the necessity of a constitutional amendment.

Article I, section 1, of the Constitution provides as follows:

All legislative power herein granted shall be vested in a Congress
of the United States, which shall consist of a Senate and a House
of Representatives.

In construing this section, it is necessary to consider other
pertinent sections as well as the general intent of the instru-
ment as a whole. While the section provides that “all legis-
lative power * * * ghall be vested ina Congress * * **
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it is clear that the framers were referring here only to af-
firmative legislative power. In article I, section 7, they gave
legislative power to the Executive in the following language:

Article I, section 7: Every bill which shall have passed the
House of Representatives and the Senate, shall, before it becomes
a law, be presented to the President of the United States; if he
approve he shall sign it, but if not he shall return it, with his
objections, to that House in which it shall have originated, who
shall enter the objections at large on their journal, and proceed to
reconsider it., If, after such reconsideration, two-thirds of that
House shall agree to pass the bill, it shall be sent, together with the
objections, to the other House, by which it shall likewise be recon-
sidered, and if approved by two-thirds of that House, it shall
become a law. But in all such cases, the votes of both Houses
shall be determined by yeas and nays, and the names of the persons
voting for and against the bill shall be entered on the journal of
each House respectively. If any bill shall not be returned by the
President within 10 days—Sundays excepted—after it shall have
been presented to him, the same shall be a law, in like manner as
if- he had signed it, unless the Congress, by their adjournment,
prevent its return, in which case it shall not be a law.

The courts have held that this provision confers upon the
Executive legislative power. The legislative power of the
Executive is purely negative in character, and even that
power of negation is subject to being overruled by a two-
thirds vote of Congress. In brief, Congress is the sole re-
pository of affirmative legislative power—that is, the power
to say what the law shall be. The Executive has only the
power to say that a certain measure adopted by Congress
shall or shall not be the law. However, the right and duty
of the Executive to exercise this negative power as his judg-
ment dictates is as clearly expressed in the Constitution as is
the right and duty of Congress to perform its part of the
legislative function. This is clearly borne out not only by
the language of the Constituticn but by the history of the
veto power in Anglo-Saxon government.

In an early day in England the Crown possessed all the
powers of legislation. The rise of the English Parliament
first restricted this power of legislation to a negative power
of veto, and finally abolished it altogether—the last veto
being by Queen Anne in 1708. In the American Colonies the
veto power had a different history. In all the Colonies the
governor could veto legislation, and in all but Maryland,
Rhode Island, and Connecticut the King could veto a bill,
even after it had been approved by the Governor. The King
used the veto power freely to prevent acts of the Colonies
injurious to the mother country. This abuse of the veto
was complained of in the Declaration of Independence.
After the beginning of the Revolutionary War the American
Colonies limited the veto power of their respective Governors.
In no State but Massachusetts did the Governor have even
a qualified veto over legislation, and that not until the Con-
stitution of 1780 was adopted. Under the Articles of Con-
federation there was, of course, no Executive veto.

The framers of the Constitution were of course familar with
this history. They knew both the advantages and disad-
vantages of the Executive veto, and the subject was very
carefully discussed at the Constitutional Convention. It was
their general purpose to create a government consisting of
three coordinate branches—Ilegislative, executive, and judicial.
In order to maintain such a government it was necessary not
only to carve out the place of each branch in the whole
scheme, but also to declare certain fundamental principles
for keeping each in its respective sphere. The power of veto
was given to the President as a check on the lawmaking
powers of the Congress. The delegates evidently had in mind
two main purposes: First, the protection of the executive
branch from encroachment by Congress; second, the pre-
vention of hasty and ill-advised legislation. This was well
expressed by Alexander Hamilton in the following language:

It establishes a salutary check upon the legislative body, calcu-
lated to guard the community against the effects of faction, pre-
cipitancy, or of any impulse unfriendly to the public good which

ma.y?g.tz;ppen to influence the majority of that body. (Federalist,
No. 73.

Beginning in 1820, the use of the rider, often attached to
an appropriation bill, became prevalent and often reduced
the Executive veto to a nullity. By rule, the House of Rep~
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resentatives subsequently prohibited this practice. However,
the practice of assembling appropriations in large bills con-
taining hundreds of separate items on wholly unrelated sub-
Jects is rapidly accomplishing the same result.

Many of the States confronted with this problem have met
it by constitutional provisions definitely giving the executive
the power fo veto a separate item of an appropriation bill.
Thirty-nine States have taken such action. As opposed to
this plan of protecting the integrity of the executive veto by
constitutional provision, the Federal Constitution leaves the
matter to the good faith of Congress. The Constitution is
after all not a mere compilation of legalistic rules. It is
rather the pattern of a certain philosophy of Government.
It states general principles rather than detailed procedure.
The fundamental object of the Constitution was to create a
Government of laws as distinguished from a Government of
men. It sought to accomplish this by dividing the powers
of Government among three independent and coordinate
branches, each one of which should be a check on the other.
It is to this fundamental principle rather than to any mere
declaration in the Constitution that the citizen must look
for the protection of his property, his liberty, and even his
life. The Constitution does little more than to create these
three branches and draw the line between them. It seeks
to maintain that division for all time by setting up certain
checks and balances. In the last analysis, however, the pres-
ervation of that form of government is not to be sought in
any mere words written on paper, but rather in the accept-
ance of that philosophy of government of which the words
themselves are the mere evidence. Such a government can
only be maintained if each independent branch thereof
recognizes the rights and duties of the others and protects
them as actively as it protects its own.

In the matter of legislative procedure the Constitution
simply says:

Article 1, section 5: Each House may determine the rules of its
proceedings,

This was intended as a broad and comprehensive grant of
power and has so been recognized by all three branches of
the Government. In construing the right of Congress to
make rules, the Supreme Court has said in United States v.
Ballin (144 U.S.1):

It (the House of Representatives) may not by its rules ignore
constitutional restraints or violate fundamental rights, and there
should be a reasonable relation between the mode or method of
proceeding established by the rule and the result which is sought
to be attained. But within these limitations all matters of method
are open to the determination of the House, and it is no im-
peachment of the rule to say that some other way would be
better, more accurate, or even more just. It is no objection to
the validity of a rule that a different one has been prescribed
and in force for a length of time. The power to make rules is
not one which once exercised is exhausted. It is a continuous
power, always subject to be exercised by the House and within
the limitations suggested, absolute and beyond the challenge of
any other body or tribunal.

In that case, the Supreme Court called attention to the
fact that the Constitution required the presence of a quo-
rum, but set up no method of making this determination
and that it was therefore within the power of the House
to prescribe any method which would be reasonably certain
to ascertain the fact. The right of Congress to make rules
for the purpose of legislation is so broad and final that the
Supreme Court accepts the complete law as it has passed
Congress and been signed by the President and deposited
with the Secretary of State, as the law which passed the
House in accordance with their rules, and will not have
recourse to the Journals of the respective Houses to prove
the contrary.

Attention has been called to article I, section 7, which
provides that “every bill shall be presented to the President
of the United States * * *.” Webster defines a bill as
follows:

A form or draft of a law presented to a legislature but not yet
enacted, or before it is enacted; a proposed or projected law.

The term “bill” as used in the Constitution does not have
any definite or technical meaning and apparently had none
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at the time of the adoption of the Constitution. It is simply
a vehicle for carrying proposed law through the legislative
bodies. There is no constitutional requirement that it shall
be in any particular form, or that it shall contain any des-
ignated elements. It is simply a device by which the legis-
lative will is expressed concerning suggested legislation.
Neither usage nor constitutional limitation requires us to
attach any technical or restricted meaning to the word
“bill” which will prevent the carrying out of the real intent
of the framers in adopting the Executive veto. We must,
as in all construction of the Constitution, look to substance
and not to mere form.

In State v. Platt (2 8. C., 150), in discussing the meaning
of the term “bill,” the Court says:

In a technical sense, the term “bill” is applicable properly to
the enactment as a whole. Although the technical use of words
should prevail where not inconsistent with the clear intent of
the instrument, yet when such intent requires that words should
be used in the larger sense, it is competent so to regard them.
If we should hold that the Constitution regards the enactment
as a whole, iIn an exclusive sense, we would be led to the in-
evitable conclusion that to become a law, all the substantial parts
of the measure must have together passed through.all the requisite
stages. The consequence of this would be that alteration in a
substantial part during such progress would be fatal to the whole
bill.

L] [ ] L] - L] L] -

Forced upon the opposite construction that every substantial part
of a bill is to be regarded as a bill in the sense of the Constitution,
we find nothing in our way but the technical import of the term
“bill." It is not easy to perceive why, if any detached part of a
statute is a law within the meaning of the Constitution of the
United States forbidding States passing laws impairing the obliga-
tion of contracts, any part of a bill is not a bill under a clause
intended to secure deliberation in the passage of legislative enact-
ments. Such a conclusion is inevitable, if regard is had to the
fixed principles governing constitutional construction. The objecta
had in view by a constitution in government are habitually sub-
stantial; matters of form are usually left to the legislative body, as
subject to change with the progress of ideas and events., The
great objects in view in framing a constitution are the division and
distribution of the powers of government, the establishment of
limits and boundaries beyond which they shall not be exercised,
and the creation of an efficient responsibility, to restrain
and furnish the means to correct neglect or abuse of public au-
thority. Clauses having for their object the creation responsi=
bility in the exercise of political functions are, to a large extent,
intended to act upon the motive, either by way of creating induce-
ment for right action or removing the temptation or opportunity to
such abusive exercises, This is in part accomplished by nxin%c’%e
responsibility for all political action in some definite person, or y
of persons, by securing deliberation in the performance of public
acts, and by ascertaining modes of authentication and action in
important cases vitally affecting the welfare of the state. It is
obvious that, in clauses of this class, substance rather
than form is to be considered. The object to be secured is to be
sought for not alone in the formal expressions of the Constitution,
nor yet in the techniecal character of the means employed to serve
its ends, but in the nature of the subject intended to be acted
upon through such means. In a word, the language of the Con-
stitution in such cases is to be construed in the largest sense falrly
attributable to it and that will best subserve the objects it has
in view. :

The independent offices appropriation bill which passed the
House recently carried appropriations for 39 separate estab-
lishments with several hundred items appropriating approxi-
mately one and one-half billion dollars. Each independent
office might Lave been the subject of separate legislation, or
each item might have been presented separately. In either
event the instrument before Congress would properly be
called a bill. To paraphrase a famous statement, a bill is
what the Congress says it is.

Article T, section 7, simply means that all legislation which
has passed the Congress must, before it becomes law, be pre-
sented to the President. The intent of the Constitution is
that legislation shall be a result of the meeting of the minds
of the Congress and of the Executive—the former affirma-
tively creating the legislation, and the President exercising
his right of afirming or denying.

The method by which this result is to be accomplished is
left largely in the discretion of Congress. For example, a
provision could be put in each appropriation bill stating defi-
nitely that for the purpose of the Executive veto each item
shall be considered as a separate enactment of the Congress
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and subject to a separate veto. There are, no doubt, other
ways by which this result could be obtained. [Applause.]

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I have enjoyed the work on this committee
and on the subcommittee immensely. I have enjoyed not
only the work but the association with men on both sides
of the aisle whose duty it has been to prepare this bill and
to hold hearings thereon.

The hearings on the measure cover approximately 800
pages after cutting out everything the committee thought
might be superfluous. Necessarily, after spending hours
and hours in the committee room the work became rather
tedious. There is nothing in the bill or in the hearings that
in my judgment is controversial and I would not speak on
the measure were it not for the fact that there is one state-
ment in those hearings that I believe is so outstanding that
it deserves especial mention. The statement I refer to is
found on page 697, of the committee hearings, and was made
by Lt. Col. John P. Frey, president of the metal trades de-
partment of the American Federation of Labor. i

In commenting upon this statement I do not want any-
thing I say to be construed as impliedly or in any other
way critical of any labor organization. As I sat in the com-.
mittee room and listened to Colonel Frey, I was so impressed
that I determined to call the attention of the House to that
statement.

Colonel Frey, in commenting upon the citizens’ military
training camps, used the following language:

It so happens that I hold a commission as & Heutenant colonel
in the Specialists’ Reserve.

In no other country in the world are there trade-union officials
holding as high office and having an interest, the same type of
interest, in national defense.

As a result of the efforts of many of us, the American Federa-
tion of Labor officially declares itself in support of the citizens'
military training camps. That does not exist in any other coun-
try. This is the only country where the War Department and the
nsational trade-union movement have an exchange of officers, in
liaison, so that there is an official contact.

In view of that fact, it is important, it seems to me, for the
committee to keep in mind that when this trade-union movement
officially comes before it—and I am speaking now as a trade-union
officer, as a representative of all international unions of metal
workers in the country—when they come before you in connectica
with the necessary appropriation for military training camps, seri-
ous consideration should be given to their requests,

We have contacts, as trade-union officials, which come to no
other type of citizens. We know something of the activities of
subversive influence in this country that others do not come in
contact with in the same way.

‘We are constantly in contact with the influence of young men
going through many of our universities, who acquire more un-
American ideas by listening to some of their professors than can
be eradicated from them in a lifetime. i

Part of our work as trade-union officials is to build up the
sane, independent knowledge of what Amerlcan institutions are.
I do not have to tell you, because it is well known, of our con-
stant actlvity to prevent subversive influences from developing
within the American trade-union movement, because that is where
the damage is always done, if history gives us an accurate picture
of what has been taking place in Europe during recent years.

So we come to you as trade-union officials, urging you to give an
appropriation to the citizens’ military training camps which will
give some of our young men an opportunity of acquiring an under-
standing of American institutions, which probably can be acquired
in no other way, and at least to that extent help us overcome these
subversive influences, which everyone is familiar with, and which
are so active in our country at the present time.

Mr. Chairman, I want you to know that in what I am saying I
am volcing what President Green would say if he were here, because
I am here partly at his request, although I would have been here
anyway; but I am speaking for President Willlam Green, of the
American Federation of Labor, and what he and the Federation
stand for in protecting our American institutions, when I urge the
committee to provide an appropriation for these camps which would
glve young Americans an opportunity of knowing more about the
institutions of their country, and of being better prepared to come
into contact with these subversive influences which have under-
mined the government in a good many other countries which are
without that support of a trade-union movement such as we have
here at the present time.

I think in view of the fact that the American Federation of Labor
has officially endorsed these camps and is doing what it can in a
general way to protect our institutions, that it would be exceedingly
unfortunate, and it would be a great disappointment to them and
to the young men who want to go to these camps to find that in
our country the necessary appropriations are not being made to
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give these young men a little of the training which is so necessary
if we are going to have the right kind of citizenship.

Mr. Chairman, in this day and age when we hear so much
about subversive influences, it is refreshing and encouraging
to find statements such as I have read, coming from officials
of a great labor organization. I congratulate the American
Federation of Labor upon having a leadership which places
Americanism upon such a high pedestal. [Applause.] I be-
lieve every American who reads this statement made by
Lieutenant Colonel Frey and by Mr. William Green will agree
with me in saying that so long as we have men such as
these in a great labor movement, we need not worry about
communism nor fascism. I thank God that the American
Federation of Labor had ever had leadership such as this,
whether under Samuel Gompers, William Green, or Lt. Col
John P. Frey. I thank God that we have blue-blooded, loyal,
patriotic, liberty-loving Americans at the head of this great
organization. God bless them. [Applause.] Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend my
remarks. -

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

.- Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Casgl.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Mr, Chairman, I am much
interested in the remarks of the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. Terry] in regard to the Air Corps and air develop-
ment. In the committee report I notice the amount recom-
mended by the Budget and by the committee under the head
of “Air Corps, Army”, is a total of $70,556,972. It was my
understanding, when the naval increase bill was under con-
sideration, that the approximate cost of one of the new
superbattleships would be about $70,000,000 and, I ask the
gentleman, if my understanding is correct, then, that the
total amount asked for the Army Air Corps in this bill is
approximately the equivalent of the cost of one of these
battleships? :

Mr. TERRY. Seventy million dollars, approximately, if
that is the cost of a battleship.

Mr. STARNES, More than $70,000,000 is carried in the
bill for the air force. The total amount carried in the bill
for that purpose is $102,000,000.

Mr. TERRY. The other costs of $43,000,000 are made
up of pay of the Army, radio, Signal Corps, and all other
expenses of the air forces.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. And it was repeatedly
brought out in the debate on the new Navy bill that the
$70,000,000 battleships would cost from eighty to one hundred
millions by the time they are commissioned. I merely want
to add in comment that I think it is the belief of most of
the people that I know that they have more confidence in
the defensive ability of either the Air Corps in the Army or
the air forces of the Navy than they have in the addition of
one battleship, and as far as I am concerned and as most of
the people in my part of the country are concerned, they
would rather see the air forces extended than to see a super-
cruiser built.

I am struck also by the concluding sentence in the com-
mittee report relating to the Air Corps, which reads as
follows:

There is evidence in the possession of the committee that we
greatly excel any power in the world in naval aviation, and that,
from the standpoint of project airplanes on hand, on order, and
remaining to be ordered under funds heretofore made available,
both Army and Navy, we are only excelled by the British Empire.

Mr. TERRY. I understand that that is correct. At the
present time, of course, our Army air force contemplates a
program of 2,320 project planes to be completed by June 1940,
but, of course, in the meantime the situation of the other
nations may have changed.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I wonder if the gentleman
could tell me what these new planes cost, such as were recently
used in the trip to Argentina, those flying fortresses?

Mr. TERRY. I understand that Army planes of the type
of the flying fortresses under the command of Col. Robert
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Olds, that went to South America and made the wonderful
trip back here in about 11 hours, cost about $250,000.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Two hundred and fifty thou-
sand dollars per plane?

- Mr. TERRY. Yes.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Speaking for one, I feel if the
Army will build a few more of those planes we will not need
to build so many $70,000,000 battleships. Which means more
defense—one of those ships or 280 flying fortresses? I endorse
the suggestion of the gentleman for some sort of a committee
that will give us a picture of our combined strength in planes,
Marine Corps, Army and Navy, and hope the information will
be made available to the country and to the Congress. I
think it would be very valuable.

.. Mr. TERRY. I am glad the gentleman agrees with me.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the

gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DoNDERO].
- Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, the bill before us, H. R.
9995, making appropriations for the Army, totals some
$447,000,000. In this session of Congress we have also had
before us a bill appropriating $553,000,000 for the mainte-
nance of the Navy. In addition to that we had a special
bill, so to speak, asking for approximately $1,250,000,000
more for a super-Navy, totaling about $2,250,000,000.

That amounts to a little more than $27,200,000 per day for

every day that has elapsed since the 1st of January 1938.
To put it another way, it means a little more than $1,000,000
for every hour that has elapsed since we came to Washing-
ton for this regular session of Congress.
* From the report of the committee I notice that about
$124,000,000 is set apart for, or allocated to, the building of
the air defense of our Nation. I doubt if there is a Member
on the floor who is opposed to that. I bring no expert
knowledge, information, or experience regarding the main-
tenance of the Army or the Navy, but I bring to this body
a layman’s point of view. It seems to me that this branch
of our Army does mean a great deal to our national defense,
and all of us should be for that part of this bill. I do not
think there is any particular controversy in this body over
the bill now before the House for consideration. Every
Member has been receiving letters from back home. We
have received letters from businessmen and corperations
large and small appealing to the Members of Congress,
telling what in their judgment was wrong and what ought
to be done to bring about a better day. After all, the real
test of whether what we are doing in this body is sound or
unsound comes in the application of the laws which we
pass, and I believe it is wise to listen to the people who are
actually and vitally affected thereby.

I think it would be somewhat illuminating and perhaps
informative to this House if we placed in the Recorp some
of the complaints that are being made and suggestions
offered to make conditions better. After all, no matter on
which side of the aisle we sit, the first concern of every
Member is what is best for our people and our Government.
This should transcend all party considerations, because be-
fore we are Republicans or Democrats we are Americans;
and no matter what our beliefs may be, we travel in the
same direction, to make our country and our people better
and happier. [Applause.]

I have received a good many letters, I would say perhaps
200, from as many different corporations and individuals.
I have selected about half a dozen which I think give a
cross section of opinion on how some of the laws we have
passed are affecting people back home who are trying to
do business under trying circumstances. For the benefit of
the House I am going to quote a few of these letters. Here
is one from a service station in the city of Detroit which
employs 115 men. Their pay roll in 1937 was $214,000. In
taxes to the Federal Government they paid $73,000. The
amount of money they returned to their stockholders who
had their money in the business was $3,800. The gross sales
of this company were $1,570,000. I call attention fo the
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fact that the stockholders got about one twenty-fifth as
much as the Federal Government got out of that corpora-
tion, or about 4 percent of what was made.

From another company in the city of Lansing, Mich.,,
comes this letter. I do not know these people; they do not
know me except that I am a public servant from that State.
This is what they say, and I quote:

Little attention has been called to the serlous effect the social-
security tax is having on the small industries of the country. I
believe you will agree that the small industries are a vital part
of our national production and pay roll. There always has been
and always will be a large percentage of these small industries
that operate year after year with but a very small profit or even
at a loss, Yet they provide jobs for hundreds of thousands of
employees throughout every small town and city in the country.

The social-security tax has set up a continuous monthly burden
on these small industries that will not only absorb what little
profit they have made in the past, but will gradually eat into
their working capital until they will be obliged to close their
plants. As a specific example, I am citing our own business,
organized 25 years ago. Each year up to 1930 we have shown an
operating profit of approximately 10 percent on our capital and
surplus, out of these earnings had been accumulated a surplus
of $80,000. This surplus was depleted from $80,000 to $17,000 dur-
ing the years 1930 to 1935, a very large portion of which was paid
out in salaries and wages in carrying our organization through
the depression. L

In 1937, notwithstanding the fact that we had the largest sales
in our history, we lost 3 percent on our capital stock. Social-
security and other taxes totaled 4.5 percent of our capital stock.
As indicated by our first 2 months’ operations, our loss for the
first 6 months of 1938 will total 15 to 20 percent of our capital
stock. It can readily be seen that this loss taken from our
working capital will necessitate closing our plant, or refinancing,
which of course would be impossible in the face of such a record.

Another Industry here in our city paid out $90,000 social-security
tax last year, notwithstanding the fact that they haven't made a
dollar profit since 1928, and during this time have depleted their
capital and surplus about 60 percent. It is acknowledged by
every manufacturer that one of the reasons that pay rolls dropped
80 suddenly during the present severe depression is because of
this tax on pay rolls, and the employer in seli-defense cuts the
pay roll.

This social-security tax is a contant drain that continues whether
profits are made or not, and 1t is my opinion that it will wipe out
40 to 50 percent of the small industries of the country unless relief
is given.

This presents one of the most serious problems imposed
by the social-security tax. There is no difference of opinion,
as I see it, as to the objective we all desire to attain through
social-security taxes; that is, security in old age when people
are no longer able to maintain themselves,

Mr., THOMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

- Mr. DONDERO. I yield.

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois. Does not the gentleman think
the social-security taxes form part of the cost of a business,
just the same as fire-insurance premiums, interest on bor-
rowed money, and other fixed charges that have no definite
relation to the question of profit?

Mr. DONDERO. There is no question or doubt about that;
and may I say to the gentleman from Illinois that I received a
letter yesterday, which I am going to put in the Recorp, from
a firm in the city of Detroit that was not permitted to deduct
as an operating expense what they paid out in social-security
taxes. That was placed over on the profit side of the ledger,
and even though that company operated at a loss, it was
compelled to pay an income tax, and it had to go out and
borrow the money.

This letter is somewhat informative of conditions in small
industry and comes from a Detroit firm I never heard of
before. The letter states as follows:

But the tax collector comes along and says that the social-
security and unemployment tax wasn't expense. He said that was
profit. It certainly seemed to be expense as we sweat to get the
money to pay it. But he took it out of our expense column and

put it over into the profit column and charged us an income tax
of $266.83.

Actually this makes our net loss $437.70 on the year's operations.

I don't know what your experience In business has been, but
you probably know that every nickel of expense connected with
business has to be paid out of the net income of the business.
Our net sales were §73,793.66. Raw materials and labor cost ran
to $50,773.560, and the multitude of other expenses, including the
pay-roll tax, wiped out ¢!l of the balance. I myself draw a salary
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of less than 50 a week to keep down expenses so that the business
could make ends meet. Now the Government says that the ex-
penses we had weren't expenses at all; they were profit. So we
had to pay income tax on our expenses.

It seems to me just as reasonable to pay income tax on the rent
we pay, and the raw materials we buy, or the telephone service, as
to pay income tax on the amount we paid out for labor, whether
that labor be in the form of social security, or unemployment, or
direct pay roil.

How in the name of common sense can the Government expect
a business of our size to stand a pay-roll tax of $2,000 and then pay
an income tax on this pay-roll tax of $266.83 and still stay in
business? 7

We had actually a net loss for the year of 217087, and yet we

~are required to pay an income tax of $266.83. Nearly one-fifth of

my little 850 a week may have to be returned to make up the loss.
Why should a man stay in business? Why should he lose money
merely to make work for others if the Government seizes all he
earns so he can't draw anything for himself?

Mr, SWOPE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. SWOPE. I may say your correspondent has probably
consulted the wrong tax man because, first of all, he does
not have to consult a tax man to make his 1937 return.
The 1937 return is made to the Bureau of Internal Revenue,
Treasury Department, and if the gentleman has been in-
formed that his social-security taxes are not expenses he
has been wrongly informed and I suggest that he take the
matter up with the Bureau of Internal Revenue.

Mr. DONDERO. I think the suggestion is a wise one.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 10
additional minutes.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, yesterday I sent down to
the Department of Labor for some figures. I also sent over
to the document room for a copy of the Wagner Labor Act.
The first four lines of that act read as follows:

The denial by employers of the right of employees to

organize
and the refusal by employers to accept the procedure of collective
g lead to strikes and other forms of industrial strife and

That act was passed to bring industrial peace to our
country. What it has actually done, however, has been to
destroy whatever industrial peace might have existed at the
time the act was passed. It was approved by the President
on July 5, 1935, and has been operative during the years
1936 and 1937.

In 1936 the number of strikes in this country numbered
2,172. In 1937, a year later; the number of strikes rose to
4,650, or more than double the number of strikes the year
before. That is not the saddest part of the tale, however.
The distressing part is that in 1936 the strikes involved
788,000 men, who lost a total of 13,900,000 days of pay. In
1937, last year, this number rose fo 1,875,000 men who were
rendered idle and 28,000,000 man-days were lost to the la-
boring men of this country, The Department of Labor is
just now closing its books, hence the 1937 figures are its
best estimates. :

Apparently what we intended to accomplish when we
passed the act has not been done, but what has resulted is
entirely the reverse. Everybody who reads the press knows
that instead of industrial peace we have had industrial war-
fare during 1937. It is my humble judgment before a hap-
pier day comes to this country industrial warfare will have
to cease. Long ago a man who sat in the Congress of the
United States told his countrymen, and he was quoting from
the Bible when he made the statement, “A house divided
against itself cannot stand.”

Today capital and labor is divided, Government and in-
dustry is divided, and even labor is divided against itself.
If progress can come to a people under such conditions,
then the whole philosophy of the Man who walked this carth
2,000 years ago and died on the cross, and who taught the
children of men to “love thy neighbor as thyself,” is all
wrong.

What we need is more cooperation between the laboring
man, the employer of labor, and business and industry gen-
erally before better conditions will return in this Nation.
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It was refreshing and gratifying to read in the public press
last night that the Senate of the United States at last has
come to the conclusion that the principle of the undistrib-
uted-profits tax is wrong and should be entirely deleted from
the revenue bill. On this side of the Capitol we did exempt
all corporations that made $25,000 or less profit per year.
This affected the great majority of our corporations, but it
did not affect the corporations which employed the majority
of the men who have to work in factories for a living. To
that extent it was wrong and retarded the business and
industry of the country.

One more letter and I will conclude. I am going to give the
name of the corporation in this instance. In the city of
Lansing there is a corporation known as the Motor Wheel
Corporation. Last year they paid in city taxes $51,331.74;
State taxes, $61,995.T1; State unemployment insurance,
$107,872.39; Federal taxes, $427,144; Federal old-age taxes,
$53,633.57; and Federal unemployment taxes, $11,452.06.

This tax represented $237.89 for every man employed in
that plant. It also represented a tax of 83 cents on every
share of stock of that corporation.

What is worse, it represented 28.5 percent of the gross
income of that industry. In addition, the company em-
ployees contributed $53,000 to the Federal Government’s old-
age benefit fund from their 1937 pay checks.

The item continues:

People now living and not old can remember when there were
no taxes to be paid the Federal Government. They said the people
of America would not. stand for Federal taxation. But now it is

plain that America has turned over to Washington even the right
to live.

I have a further item here which is some evidence of where
we are going in this country when we speak of taxation. I
have quoted one or two of these things before. It may be
somewhat surprising and amazing to you to know that the
public debt in the last 27 years has risen 3,100 percent, or
more than 100 percent for every year that has elapsed in that
period of time. You may be interested in knowing that the
per capita debt of the Federal Government has risen from
$12.69 in 1910 to $281.63, or an increase of 2,120 percent in
27 years. How long, Mr. Chairman, can the Federal Gov-
ernment travel in this direction before we arrive at the brink
of bankruptcy? [Applause.] :

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes o the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. PIERCE].

Mr. PIERCE. Mr, Chairman, on page 4044 of yesterday’s
REecorp appears a statement to which I want to call your
attention. It is in the remarks of the gentleman from New
York [Mr, Bacon]l. I do not know how many errors appear
in this statement, but I have never heard a more strenuous
effort to make a mountain out of a molehill than was made
then by our colleague, the gentleman from New York, in
indicting the President of the United States and the At-
torney General for disobedience to the Executive order of
July 1936.

Included in the list on the page to which I call your
attention is the State of Oregon and the gentleman men-
tions there are two post offices in that State in which the
Executive order has not been followed. The first is Free-
water, in my district. Last October a young man was ap-
pointed, on my recommendation, as acting postmaster. The
examination was given as prompily as the Civil Service could
give it. A name was sent to the Post Office Department
and I was notified on March 5. I accepted the result with-
out comment; yet Freewater is listed here by the gentleman
from New York as one of the places where this great wrong
has been done and where there has been a violation of the
Executive order of our President issued in July 1936.

The second post office listed is North Bend. As to that
post office I do not know the facts, but I will ascertain them.
I do know of one exaggerated case of abuse in Oregon, and
it is not listed and is not in my district.

I suggest each Congressman examine the list for post
offices in his district. He will see that with respect to at
least half of them everything has been done just as fast as
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it could be done. In all the great State of Texas only 10
cases were listed. Think of it.

In the State of Michigan, which has 17 Representatives in
Congress, there are only 11 postoffices to which the gentle-
man calls attention. This just shows to what length men
will go to heap criticism upon the President.

I am not in harmony with the Executive order of July
1936. I believe postmasters should be elected by the patrons
of the particular offices and Congressmen should be relieved
of the duty of appointing them, but just think of the thou-
sands of postmasters in the United States and the large
number of examinations that have been held. Despite that,
the gentleman from New York was able to find only 200
alleged violations.

There will be found in the ConGrEssIoNAL REecorp of yes-
terday on page 4032 an attempted answer by the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. Prumrey] to what I said some days
ago in this Well regarding Bonneville, the interest charges,
and the cost of power from that public plant being con-
structed in the Northwest. I say it is an attempted answer.
The gentleman from Vermont does not seem to grasp the
real situation at all. He relies on Greenleaf for his proof
against me. The gentleman states I made a mathematical
error and devotes two pages and a half to a jumble of fig-
ures which I will answer in detail in a few days. I serve
notice on the gentleman from Vermont as I would like to
have him present, and I should also like to have present,
if it were possible under the rules, the 100 or more repre-
sentatives of the utilities who are in this city figuring out
just this kind of amazing and misleading statements and
seeking to put them in the Recorp to deceive the people in
regard to the cost of electricity. ' I am going to make it so
plain, even bringing the blackboard in here, that even a
college professor or an ex-president of a college can under-
stand.

The gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLumreYy] challenged
my general statement that there was no rate discrimination
between Boulder and Bonneville, based on interest charges
and amortization payments. I still stand by my statement.

Mr. J, D, Ross, in testifying before the Interior Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations, stated, referring to a comparison
between Bonneville and Boulder, 3l.-percent interest and
a 40-year amortization gives just the same result as 4-percent
interest and a 50-year amortization. This is the same Mr.
Ross whom Mr. Pronmiey refers to as being fair.

The fundamental error in Mr. PLuMLEY’S calculation is
that he considered the interest base as fixed. Under amor-
tization the principal is reduced yearly by the amount of
amortization repayment. If, for example, I should borrow
$100 at 4-percent interest, and agree to repay the loan at
the rate of $5 a year, at the end of the third year the note
holder cannot charge me interest on the $100 originally
borrowed, but must charge me interest on the principal
balance of $90 at 4 percent, or $3.60, instead of $4. Amor-
tization is repayment or debt redemption.

Electric rates are based on average annual charges di-
vided by the number of units sold. Before Mr. PLUMLEY can
state that Bonneville rates will be discriminatory as to
Boulder, he must present rate comparisons based on annual
costs, which he has not done. This is not the time nor the
place to hold a rate hearing. The matter is now pending
before the Power Commission, and it is not proper to discuss
the details in advance of a decision.

I might state for Mr. PLumLEY’s information that I offered
a Bonneville bill which is in close agreement as to provisions
with the bill that was passed. If Mr. ProMmLEY will read the
act closely, he will find that the administrator is charged
with the responsibility of fixing rates which will include the
interest and amortization charges. Under the law, the
Power Commission is a check on the administrator.

Yesterday’s REcorp contained many interesting features,
but none interested me more than the address of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania in regard to unemployment. There
is no guestion but that unemployment is the real problem
before us today. I was raised near a little town in Iilinois
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which has in it a glass factory. Ten years ago 2,500 men
were employed in that factory, but today only 500 men are
employed there, doing the same work. All the steel mills
of the United States are being rebuilt to operate as strip
mills. In the New Republic a few weeks ago appeared the
statement that when the mills complete their improvements,
which will involve the expenditure of many millions of
dollars, 80,000 steel employees will be out of jobs. This is
the trouble of the day—adjustment to machinery. Machin-
ery has come and it has come to stay. We cannot discard
it. I, with our colleague, the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
regret that we in this House have not given more time and
thought to the question of unemployment and how we can
plan to give people work. We have learned how to manu-
facture and how to transport, but how miserably we have
failed to divide the rewards of human labor. This is the
most urgent problem before us. I am delighted to know
the other body has appointed a committee on unemployment
and wish we might do the same.
I turn now to a discussion of Bonneville project.
BONNEVILLE PROJECT EXTENSION

The Bonneville Administrative Act was passed in the latter
days of the first session of this Congress and was approved
August 20 last. This act provides that the power plant shall
be constructed, operated, and maintained by the Army engi-
neers through the Secretary of War, and that capacity exten-
sions shall be made under the direction of the Secretary of
War as rapidly as markets are found for the surplus energy
over navigation requirements. The administrator was ap-
pointed last October, and in a little over 2 months received
requests for over 290,000 kilowatts of capacity. The testi-
mony of Mr. J. D. Ross, Bonneville administrator, covering
power requirements, has been given in detail before the House
Interior Subcommittee on Appropriations. Pursuant to the
Bonneyville Act, the administrator, through the Secretary of
the Interior and the Secretary of War, requested two addi-
tional generating units. At the time the Budget was pre-
pared the administrator had not been appointed and there-
fore administrative authority did not exist for including this
request in the regular Budget, through the method required
in the Bonneville Act, hence a supplemental budget was
necessary.

BONNEVILLE CAPACITY

Two units are at present installed in the plant totaling
86,400 kilowatts. Four vacant flumes for additional units
are included in the present construction. The first estimate
of the Army engineers was that the ultimate installed ca-
pacity of the plant would be 432,000 kilowatts. Experience
gained in the construction of the plant has demonstrated that
the ultimate capacity can be at least 504,000 kilowatts. Under
present river conditions only about two-thirds of the in-
stalled capacity will be prime power or power available 24
hours per day 365 days per year. With the completion of
Coulee the river flow will be regulated and the proportional
part of prime power will be greatly increased. This tem-
porary reduction in prime power from installed capacity re-
sults from floods and backwater, with the attendant lowering
of the head, and low flows during the periods of minimum
river discharge.

Therefore there is 86,400 kilowatts of installed capacity or
about 58,000 kilowatts of prime power to meet requests for
290,000 kilowatts. The propesed two new units will double
the existing capacity but will fall short of furnishing suffi-
cient capacity to meet immediate requirements. I have been
told that it takes 2 years to complete the installation of the
additional machines, hence the request at this time.

BONNEVILLE COST

Up to the last of October the actual expenditure at Bonne-
ville was $44,130,859.93. It is estimated that completion of
the present construction about June 30 next will represent
an expenditure of $51,892,000, or, with the inclusion of inter-
est during the construction period, $53,188,800. At this time
the best estimate for the completed work will be about
$74,200,000, or about $1,000,000 less than the earlier esti-
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mates. I understand that the cost of the two additional units,
together with other necessary work, will be $5,800,000.
REPAYMENT MANDATORY

Under the Bonneville Act it is mandatory that the rates
be sufficient to repay to the Federal Government all its
investment in power facilities over a reasonable period, with
interest. The administrator, after conferring with the
President at Hyde Park, announced that the interest rate
would be 3% percent and the amortization period 40 years.
These values would be used in setting the rate base. It is
good business for the Government to install capacity suffi-
cient to meet the market and to accelerate the return to the
Federal Treasury. It is the humane thing to extend the
benefits of the project as widely as possible, which the act
requires. Potential consumers should not be turned away.
We should not force an uneconomic situation by denying
appropriations for sufficient capacity. We hear a great deal
about duplicating facilities. No wise person wants to dupli-
cate facilities,. With an existing demand without capacity
provision we are foreing duplicate facilities which can in no
sense compete with Bonneville costs. Such a procedure
would contribute to the continuation of high-rate levels,
which makes an economic barrier. Electricity in private
hands has been the chief agency in creating unemployment,
through its adaptability to automatic processes. Therefore,
electricity owes a debt to society. This debt can be paid
in part by providing lower costs, relieving the drudgery in
the home and on the farm, and creating industrial employ-
ment., The Northwest has the raw materials. Bonneville
can be the instrumentality to change these raw materials
into fabricated products.

BONNEVILLE NOT DISCRIMINATORY TOWARD BOULDER

Boulder project interest rate is 4 percent, with a 50-year
amortization period. Bonneville, with 3%-percent interest
and 40-year repayment period, does not provide rate dis-
crimination against Boulder Dam. Both set-ups provide
equal annual repayment charges to the Federal Treasury
on equal investment. During the time the Interior bill was
under consideration the allegation was made that diserimi-
nation existed. This misunderstanding was corrected, and
the issue was settled on the floor.

POWER MARKET

Interests adverse to the Federal power projects have made
the woods ring with the statement that no market exists
for Bonneville power. To sustain such an erroneous state-
ment hypothetical calculations have been offered. These
calculations do not square up with the facts.

In the first place, bona fide requests have been made to
the administrator for power allotments nearly three and a
half times the present installed capacity, or nearly twice
the full capacity with the two additional machines installed.

Remember in this connection that until the river flow is
regulated only two-thirds of the installed capacity is avail-
able for firm power. Why consider hypothetical calculations
when factual evidence is available?

FEDERAL FPOWER COMMISSION FACTS

On page 31 of the Federal Power Commission report to
Congress for the year 1937 it was pointed out that the record-
breaking power production in the 12 months’ period ending
September 30, 1937, indicates need of increasing generating
capacity. It is stated in the report:

It is interesting and significant to note that, as electric ratea
have gone down, production and consumption have gone up. * *

It has been and is a short-sighted policy to keep electric rates as
high as the traffic will bear. * * * BSuch false economy holds
down the traffic and hurts the power industry as well as the public.

All the Federal and public and privately owned power projects
now constructed or in process of construction will not be adequate
to meet the demands within the next 5 years. Never again should
there be such a calamitous power shortage 835 WwWe experlenced
during the World War.

Nationally, there is an actual power shortage.

In the Pacific Northwest the same shortage exists.

HOW TO ESTIMATE MARKET

The only clue we have to the future is the past. Every

bit of reliable past data we have available shows that the
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following rule as to load growth is of general application,
For nearly 30 years during normal times the electric use and
load doubled every 5% to 7% years; so did the installed
capacity. During depression this growth curve flattened out
or dipped, but after the low depression point was passed the
growth curve picked up the normal growth rate. Under low
charges the doubling period is of shorter duration, under
high rates is of larger duration. Anyone interested can
prove this rule by tabulating either the consumption or the
installed capacity for the entire United States, or for any
or all the States in the Pacific Northwest, as given in the
Federal Power Commission’s National Power Survey, 1936,
with late amendments thereto. I have done this, and in
addition have made similar studies of load growth in Seattle,
Tacoma, Eugene, Los Angeles, Winnipeg, and the Ontario
system. All of this data verifies this general rule. The
Army engineers in their Columbia River report (H. Doc. 103,
73d Cong., 1st sess.) made an “actuarial graph” on load
growth which verifies the above rule. The way to estimate
correctly future load growth is to take existing installed
capacity and apply the general rule of load growth.

Hypothetical man-made estimates of demand, diversity,
and load factor have no place in a reliable estimate of mar-
ket. All the statements made as to lack of market are based
on such erroneous calculations. The Federal Power Com-
mission does not publish “demand” figures because of possible
“tricky” interpretation. (See hearings, Interior Department,
subcommittee Committee on Appropriations, 1938, p. 883.)

PRICE CONTROLS ELECTRIC USE

On July 27, 1937, during the debate on the Bonneyille bill
I placed before my colleagues in the House a table to prove
the accuracy of the general economic law covering the rela-
tionship between price and volume. That law can be stated
“cheaper the price, greater the use.” I will not here repeat
the experience in 14 different sections to verify this law. I
will simply cite a few facts. The latest available statistics
published by the Oregon Utility Commissioners shows that
the average residential use in Oregon is 1,166 kilowatt-hours
per meter per year, at an average cost of 3 cents per kilowatt-
hour. In Winnipeg, with a rate less than one-third of the
Oregon rate, the use is three and six-tenths times greater
than in Oregon. This same condition will be found through-
out the Ontario hydro. If we had electric rates as low as
Canadian public rates it would take the full capacity of
several Bonnevilles to supply the potential market.

Before the Rivers and Harbors Committee last May I
demonstrated that the Pacific Northwest is not “choked with
power.” I stated then and repeat now that the power mar-
ket is whatever you make it by low rates and proper alloca-
tion of load. There is a normal growth and an additional
growth which can be secured by removing rate barriers and
allowing electricity to flow to its natural outlets.

PRESENT INSTALLED CAPACITY

Mr. Ross, in his testimony before the Interior subcom-
mittee, presented figures showing the 1936 installed generat-
ing capacity in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho. His figures
are as follows:

Kilowatt-hours

955, 014

Oregon 365, 668
Idﬁo 247,708
Total 1, 668, 390

The 1937 figures of the Federal Power Commission are
only 3.2 percent higher than his figures. (See p. 884, Interior
hearings, 1938.)

Doubling in 5% to T4 years will show that it will take
three full-capacity plants of the size of Bonneville to meet
the load growth in 6 or 7 normal years. These simple facts
disprove the allegation of a “choked market.” I want to
also ask that when any market estimate is reviewed, based
on “demands,” that the sponsor be asked to include the
allowance for spare units and the allowance for different
and divergent stream-flow conditions. This has not been
done by those submitting load and market data to various
Members of Congress.
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisml.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I propose to speak on various
subjects this afternoon, including some comments on the
T. V. A. and the charges made recently by its Chairman.

Up to a few weeks ago Chairman Arthur E. Morgan was
regarded by the administration as a great public servant and
as the outstanding authority on flood control and water
power. Since he has made the charges of dishonesty, mal-
feasance, and bad faith the administration seems to have
changed its attitude in regard to the great services rendered
by Arthur Morgan as Chairman of the T. V. A. The Presi-
dent of the United States, instead of referring these charges
to the Congress to be investigated, decided in a most auto-
cratic manner to investigate the charges himself. Mr.
Morgan thought the President was prejudiced and refused to
testify in detail.

The President proceeded and acted as judge and jury, as
prosecuting attorney and as lord high executioner, and dis-
missed Chairman Morgan.

I submit to the Members of this House, regardless of par-
tisanship, that this is the beginning of fascism in the United
States. This is not only the beginning but this is fascism
in line with what occurs in Germany, in Italy, and Russia.
It is part and parcel of the Ogpu system of Soviet Rus-
sia. A one-man trial and a great public servant has his head
cut off and no demand is made by the President for a
thorough investigation by the Congress of the United States.

I submit that the action of President Roosevelt was high-
handed, arbifrary, and ruthless, in defiance of the Congress
and in violation of the laws of the land.

The Congress set up a separate agency with semilegislative
and possibly semijudicial powers. It demanded that the
T. V. A. be a separate agency by itself, and it specifically wrote
into the law the requirement that the Congress, by concur-
rent resolution, should remove any of the directors. This
was written into the law in specific language. The President
of the United States, however, in violation of that law, took
it upon himself to remove Dr. Morgan. Unmindful of his
removal of Mr. Humphrey from the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, which action was held unconstitutional by the Supreme
Court of the United States, the President proceeds and re-
moves Dr. Morgan, a far worse case because of the specific
limitation written into the T. V. A. Act by the Congress. That
is why I purposely and deliherately state that this autocratic
and high-handed act of the President is an act of fascism.

Mr. LEAVY. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. Yes.

Mr. LEAVY. The gentleman stated that the T. V. A. was
set up with delegated legislative authority and with judiecial
authority. I am not infending to challenge the gentleman’s
statement, but I think he should state what judicial au-
thority, quasi or otherwise, T. V. A. has.

Mr. FISH. The purpose of the T. V. A. and the very reason
for establishing it as a separate agency was because Congress
at that time knew that this separate agency must have very
large policy-making powers.

Mr, LEAVY. But the gentleman does not contend that
policy-making powers are judicial at all?

Mr. FISH. They are mostly legislative. Whether there
are some judicial powers or not, I am rather inclined to
think they exercise certain semijudicial authority along with
the legislative powers, as they have almost complete policy-
making powers, Whether those policy-making powers ac-
tually give the T. V. A. Commission some semijudicial au-
thority also is a matter of record; I will not insist or quibble
about it.

Mr. LEAVY. Would it not be more nearly the fact to
state that the authority of T. V. A. may be a delegated legis-
lative power, but finally is an executive function.

Mr. FISH. Not at all. That is why we set the T. V. A.
up as a special agency. That is why the Congress limited
the control of the President over it, so that he would not have
the usual and unlimited executive function. Congress wrote
the restriction deliberately into the law. This is an excep-
tion to most legislation; and I think the gentleman, if he will



1938

read the speeches of Senator Norris, will find it exactly what
Congress proposed to do.

Senator Norris was the author and main sponsor of the
T. V. A. He proposed that the President should have re-
stricted and limited powers over it, that it should be the
pet child of the Congress, that we should have almost com-
plete control, and for that reason we delegated very large
legislative powers to the T. V. A. in order that it might make
these policies without coming back to the Congress or be
interfered with by the President. Senator Norris pointed
out at the time that the T. V. A. was expected to be a per-
manent agency of the Government and he did not want a
President, who might be unfriendly, to have the power to
destroy the will of the Congress.

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. FISH. Yes.

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Prior to the time that Chairman
Morgan came under fire, in statements that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Fisa] has made upon this floor and
elsewhere in regard to the T. V. A., what has been the atti-
tude of the gentleman from New York with reference to the
efficiency and resultant effect of the Tennessee Valley
Authority?

Mr. FISH. I am not an authority upon the T. V. A. and
its accomplishments.

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Has not the gentleman been
critical of it?

Mr. FISH. I suppose less than almost any one on this
side of the House. I do not know that I have ever spoken
in opposition to T. V. A. I am not for the principle involved
of Government ownership and competition with private
enterprise but because it became the law of the land I had
hoped, for one, that it would work out satisfactorily and
sometimes I would vote for the appropriations asked for it
and other times I would not. For instance, I did not vote
appropriations for the dam in the gentleman’'s own State
of Kentucky. I voted against it. After all, what I want
is an impartial investigation by Congress, and that no guilty
man shall escape. _

Mr, FRED M. VINSON. Could the gentleman tell me of
one kind word that he ever said about the Tennessee Valley
Authority or Chairman Morgan prior to the time of Chair-
man Morgan’s present involvement?

Mr. FISH. In answer to the gentleman, can the gentleman
tell me one critical word that I have ever said against T. V. A.?
In the first place, the T. V. A. is not in my section of the
country; in the second place, I knew very little about its
administration; and, in the third place, I was opposed to it in
principle, but, it having become the law of the land, I wished
it well and: hoped it would succeed; but now there is only one
possible thing to do, and that is to investigate it from begin-
ning to end and investigate these serious charges of dis-
honesty and malfeasance and bad faith made by the Chair-
man of the T. V. A. The gentleman from EKentucky certainly
goes along that far, does he not?

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I certainly would not agree with
anyone being dishonest or inefficient or having bad faith.

Mr. FISH. Chairman Arthur Morgan was known to Con-
gress and to most of the country as the greatest authority on
water power and flood control. He makes specific charges
of dishonesty and malfeasance relating to the administra-
tion of the T. V. A.

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. And refuses to say one word in
substantiation of those charges.

Mr. FISH. But is willing to, and always has said that he
is willing to, testify before an investigating committee of the
Congress. He claims that the President of the United States
has not the right or the authority to conduct such an investi-
gation. In the second place, he claims that such an in-
vestigation would be prejudiced, and therefore, as a coura-
geous and independent man, respecting his own dignity, he
refused to testify.

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. It just seems to me that gentle-
men who are critical of the President of the United States
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in the present situation can only be actuated by partisan
motives. For years, since the appointment of Chairman
Morgan, the gentleman and his party have been critical of
the T. V. A. administration, charging it with everything
under the sun.

Mr. FISH. In competition with private business.

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. And now when the President of
the United States seeks to remove an ocbstacle to efficiency
and proper administration, immediately overnight Chairman
Morgan becomes a great administrator and the President,
of course, is wrong.

Mr. FISH. Oh, no. For all I know he has been a great
administrator, but that is not the question. He was ap-
pointed by the President because of his knowledge and
experience and has always been regarded as an honest and
honorable man.

I believe he is an honest man. He certainly did not turn
into a dishonest public servant overnight. If he be an honest
administrator, then it is the duty of Congress to investigate
these charges of dishonesty, yet no effort has been made by
Congress until very recently to do anything at all. I believe
Congress has been trying to whitewash the charges if it
could. It is now being forced by public opinion to investi-
gate, but it has been very slow in coming forward to in-
vestigate, and has been making haste very slowly indeed. AIl
Mr. Morgan wants is to have the charges investigated by
Congress. I cannot prove his charges and the gentleman
cannot disprove them. He is entitled to be heard without
any further delay or obstacles being put in the way of a
thorough investigation.

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I know the gentleman from New
York sufficiently to say that if he had proof to substantiate
those charges and the President of the United States asked
him to do so, that he would have had the courage to have
spoken.

Mr, FISH. I think there is one thing about Mr. Morgan
that no one can deny, and that is he is highly courageous.
No man in public life recently has demonstrated the high
degree of courage shown by Dr. Morgan. He went before
the President and practically told him that he refused to
testify because the President had no authority, but that he
was ready and willing to present the facts before the only
body that had authority to consider the charges, the Con-
gress of the United States. That is all he said. That was a
courageous act. Will anybody deny it? As far as I am
concerned, I would like to see a vote of thanks adopted by
the Congress for the great ability, purity, fidelity, firmness,
and courage with which Chairman Morgan has discharged
his public services. I think the Congress could well afford
to pass a resolution of that kind instead of questioning his
courage.

Mr, RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield.

Mr. RAYBURN. Does not the gentleman think it is a
little premature to do that? Had we not better wait to see
whether this man can prove charges of dishonesty and mal-
feasance against his colleagues before we exonerate him?
[Applause.]

Mr. FISH. I may say to the majority leader that I am not
trying to exonerate him. I merely stated that I believed he
was an honest and upright public official. On the other
hand, why all this delay about creating your committee?
Why did you not act when these charges were made in regard
to the administration of the T. V. A. created by the Con-
gress? That is why it might be necessary to offer a resolu-
tion such as I suggested. I submit that no one has the right
to rise on the floor of this House and attempt either to prove
or to disprove the charges made by Mr. Arthur Morgan in his
capacity as Chairman of the T. V. A, I am not trying to do
either. I am simply pointing out that these serious charges
have been made and that Mr, Morgan has been arbitrarily
dismissed by the President, in my opinion, in defiance of
Congress, in violafion of law; and the one thing that the
Congress should do without any further delay is to give him
an immediate hearing before an impartial committee of the
Senate and the House,
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Mr. RAYBURN. I may say in reply to the gentleman that
that opportunity is going to be offered to Mr. Morgan at a
very early date.

Mr. FISH, That is all Mr. Morgan asked for. That, how-
ever, does not change one iota the opinion of those of us not
only in the House but throughout the country who believed
and still pelieve that the President acted in an arbitrary
fashion and in an unconstitutional manner. This can be set-
tled only by the courts of the United States, not by the Con-
gress. The courts held against the President in the Hum-
phreys case and, by analogy, will hold against the President
in this case.

Mr. McCREYNOLDS and Mr. HARLAN rose.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield first to the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. MCREYNOLDS].

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Is the gentleman aware of the fact
that these charges were made to the President in complaint
against the other two Members when they were having this
dispute? Is the gentleman aware of that fact?

Mr, FISH. I know the President had these alleged hear-
ings, and I know what was said at those hearings.

Mr. McREYNOLDS, Does the gentleman know what led
up to that? Does the gentleman know that during the time
this disturbance had been going on Chairman Morgan had
been talking to the President making these charges? Under
those circumstances does the gentleman think the Presi-
dent had no authority or that it was not his duty to call
them in and have the charges substantiated by one side or
the other?

Mr. FISH. I agree with the gentleman that it was the
right of the President to call in all the Commissioners, all
three, and hear any statements they wanted to make, If he
did determine that Chairman Morgan was in error and was
wrong, then the immediate and proper procedure should
have been for him to send a message to the Congress asking
the Congress in accordance with law to remove the Chair-
man on the basis of the facts that he himself had discovered.
The Congress would have acted immediately and everything
would have been in accordance with the law and the Presi-
dent would not be subjected to any criticism. Instead of
that he did not wait 24 hours to remove him in a most
arbitrary and high-handed manner and probably illegal.

Mr. McREYNOLDS. How could the President get the
facts when Dr. Morgan refused to tell him?

Mr. FISH. The President made certain statements about
Mr. Morgan. He made the definite statement that Mr. Mor-
gan had made libelous references. How did the President
know Mr. Morgan had made libelous statements? The
President sent a message to Congress definitely stating that
Mr. Morgan made libelous statements. If no facts were pre-
sented at the hearing the President had no right to make
such a statement, but he did make it. He could have sent
a message to the Congress, including such a charge, and
asked for Mr. Morgan’s removal, which he did not do.

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Did he not have a right to make
that statement after Mr. Morgan refused to furnish any
other facts and the other members refuted those state-
ments?

Mr. FISH. I do not know that he had any such right at
all, It was a one-sided hearing, and Chairman Morgan
stood on his rights, denied the President’s authority, and
claimed he was prejudiced.

Mr. McREYNOLDS. There were two sides offered to Mr.
Morgan.

Mr. FISH. It was a prejudiced hearing. There is also a
question as to the legality of the entire hearing. This was
challenged by Mr. Morgan and it was his right to challenge it.

Mr. STARNES, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. STARNES. Does the gentleman from New York think
that the Congress should vote an investigation without some
substantiating evidence of the charges made?

Mr. FISH. When a high public official, an appointee of
the President of the United States, the head of an agency
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created, set up, and established by the Congress of the
United States, makes charges of that nature there ought to
be an investigation immediately.

Mr. STARNES. Regardless of whether or not there are
any facts produced to substantiate the charge?

Mr. FISH. An investigation may be made in two ways.
Now, we have to do it by a special investigating committee
created by Congress because this matter has become of
great public interest and therefore that is the only possible
way to proceed. When he first made the charges we could
very well have called Mr. Morgan before the committee that
deals with the T. V. A. in this House and stated to him, “Mr.
Morgan, you made cerfain charges of dishonesty, malfeas-
ance, bad faith, and so forth. We want to know the facts.”
Then we could decide whether to proceed to investigate, and
that is what should have been done.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 10
additional minutes.

Mr. O'TOOLE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. O'TOOLE. Does the genfleman recall that between
the time the charges were made and the investigation was
first held in the Teapot Dome matter 9 months elapsed?

Mr. FISH. May I say to the gentleman he was not in
the House at that time, but there were those on this side of
the House who demanded an investigation, and I know that,
because I happened to have been one of those Members. I
remember using exactly the same words in the Teapot Dome
case I am using now, that no guilty man shall escape. Dis-
honesty and malfeasance in office should not be a partisan
issue.

Mr. O'TOOLE. Where did the principal opposition come
from at that time?

Mr, FISH. They were investigated. The investigation was
canclulcted in a nonpartisan way and some of those men went
to jail

Mr. O'TOOLE. The principal opposition to that investi-
gation came from the Republican side of the House.

Mr, FISH. The answer to that, and the fact is, they were
investigated and several of those men were sent to jail and
the investigation was fearless and thorough, and that is ex-
actly what the American people want and expect now in the
T. V. A. case.

Mr. O'TOOLE. The true answer is that the shoe is on the
other foot.

Mr. FISH. Not at all. I do not see where there should
be any partisanship in a question of this kind. This inwolves
a great agency created by the Congress. There should be
no delay. This investigation should be adopted unanimously
and it should be welcomed by every Democrat,

I believe the honesty of the Democrats is on a par and
equal to the honesty of the Republicans. I know the Mem-
bers of this House will not stand for dishonesty in this
administration or any other administration regardless of
party affiliations. They do not propose by their votes to
cover up dishonesty. Not a single man in this House wants
to do that. So, I say, let us proceed to investigate and have
a thorough, fearless, and impartial investigation, no matter
who it hurts, no matter who it hits, and let us clean up the
whole rotten mess.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. May I ask the gentleman what charges
he thinks ought to be investigated? :

Mr. FISH. I may say to the gentleman I think every sin-
gle charge made by the Chairman of this great governmental
agency on his own authority as Chairman of the T. V. A.,
every single charge he makes in regard to the administration
of the T. V. A., the officials of the T. V. A. and his colleagues
should be investigated to the very bottom and after we get
the truth it is then our duty to act. If there is no truth to
the charges, and they cannot be substantiated then it is our
duty to say so and clear the T. V. A.



1938

Mr. SPARKMAN. Would the gentleman include in that
investigation the charges that the other two members of the
board may have made as to the tactics used in obstructing
the work of the T. V. A., either by any member of the board
or by private utilities?

Mr, FISH. I think it is a mistake to bring in the private
utilities. I am not averse to having a separate investigation
of the private utilities at any time by this House. I would
welcome such an investigation, but I do not think it has any
bearing upon an investigation of the charges of Mr. Morgan.
That is all that should be investigated. It should include
the charges of any other official against Mr. Morgan or by
his colleagues, but it ought to be confined to those charges
and countercharges; otherwise the public utilities will be
used as a red herring and we will get nowhere. The result
will be a complete whitewash.

Mr. CULKIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. CULKIN. Would the gentleman include in the inves-
tigation the charge of Chairman Morgan that Mr. Lilienthal
and the other Morgan connived in the payment of $5,000,000
to a Member of the other body? Would he include that in
the investigation?

Mr, FISH. Certainly. I would include an investigation of
every charge made, and particularly such a serious charge.

Mr. CULKIN. Is that not a grievous charge? Is it not suf-
ficient to base an investigation on, and of such importance as
to demand an investigation?

Mr. FISH. The very charge of dishonesty alone is suffi-
cient. These charges have been made public, and we cannot
cover up on any of them or even attempt to if we are to
maintain our self-respect and our position as representatives
of the people.

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SNELL. The question has been brought up about the
Republican attitude toward an investigation of Teapot Dome.
If the gentleman remembers, when that was brought to the
attention of Calvin Coolidge, who was then President of the
United States, he did not wait. He said:

Let us have a clean-cut investigation. Give me two investl-
gators. You can give me one Republican and one Democrat. The
only thing we want to know are the facts in the case.

That is my position in regard to this present investigation.
Let us just get the facts in the case.

Mr. FISH. I agree with both my colleagues from New
York, These are serious charges. We ought to prove or
disprove them. To do so we must have an immediate in-
vestigation by Congress to get the facts.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the distinguished gentleman from
New Mexico.

Mr. DEMPSEY. In view of the amount of Federal funds
expended on this great project and in view of these charges
and countercharges, does the gentleman believe the Ameri-
can public is going to take anything except a fair and com-
plete investigation at this time?

Mr. FISH. I agree with the gentleman just 100 percent.
We ask for nothing more and we will take nothing less,

Mr. DEMPSEY. I agree with the gentleman.

Mr. FISH. The investigation must be thorough, detailed,
honest, nonpartisan, and unprejudiced. All the facts must
be brought out and nothing covered up. Why should we
go into an investigation of the public utilities, which might
take years to complete, and drag that red herring across
the trail? Let us specify in our resolution precisely that
we shall investigate these charges and the T. V. A, and
nothing else.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH, I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. RAYBURN. Of course, the gentleman knows the
Senate has already passed a joint resolution for an investiga-
tion.

Mr. FISH. Yes; and I know of the statement made by the
gentleman.
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Mr. RAYBURN. I am sure the gentleman understood be-
fore he began his remarks that such a resolution had been
passed.

Mr. SNELL. Was the resolution passed this afternoon?

Mr. RAYBURN. It was passed this afternoon. The gen-
tleman also knows he has been given every assurance by the
Speaker of the House and by myself, with the minority leader
joining with us, that we want an investigation. Does the
gentleman have any idea the Vice President of the United
States, after consulting with the majority- leader of the
Senate and with the minority leader [Mr. McNary], and the
Speaker of this House, after consulting, as I am sure he will,
with the minority leader, would appoint a committee that
would throw mud on anybody or would whitewash anybody,
or would do anything but have a complete and full investi-
gation?

Mr. FISH. I may say to the gertleman I do not have
any such idea. Furthermore, may I commend the major-
ity leader for making the public statement yesterday or the
day before that the House insisted on participating in the
investigation and that it would not stand merely for a Sena-
torial investigation. In that statement the gentleman has
the backing of the entire public, without regard to partisan-
ship. Of course, the House should participate equally with
the Senate. I believe if the gentleman had not made that
statement when he did there might have been two sep-
arate investigations, which would have been a farce. If we
have a joint House and Senate investigation, we do not look
for any whitewash. The minority members of the inves-
tigating committee will certainly not stand for any white-
wash, and I do not believe the majority members intend from
now on to try to cover up any of the facts. However, this
does not change what the President has done and does not
undo his arbitrary, high-handed act of removing Dr. Mor-
gan. Where are our three separate and independent
branches of Government when the President takes it upon
himself in defiance of the Congress to throw out a high of-
ficial of the Government who is protected by an act of Con-
gress which is still the law of the land?

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. SHORT. Can the gentleman from New York tell the
Members of this body whenever before in the history of our
Republic the President of the United States has acted as a
judicial tribunal to try such a case or has tried to assume
the functions of the legislative branch of our Government
by holding a one-man investigation?

Mr. FISH. In my opinion, this is a complete usurpation
of the powers of the Congress. This is a much worse case
than the violation of the Tenure of Office Act by President
Andrew Johnson, who was almost impeached because he vio-
lated that act and removed Edwin Stanton, Secretary of
War, from office without the consent of the Senate.

Mr. SHORT. What puwrpose could the President of the
United States have in holding an investigation himself other
than to smother a smoldering scandal? ¢

Mr. RAYBURN. Now, Mr. Chairman, that is going just
a little too far. That charges a President of the United
States with trying to suppress a scandal, despite the fact that
everything that occurred in the hearings, every question that
was asked and every answer that was given, was made public
and sent to the House of Representatives. There are certain
limits. It matters not how much anybody may hate Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt, he is the President of the United States and
its 130,000,000 people. I am utterly surprised that any Mem-
ber of the House would make a statement like that made by
the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri for the
purpose of answering the majority leader.

Mr. SHORT. There are just two ways in which any mem-
ber of the board can be discharged. The first is by con-
current resolution of the House of Representatives and the
Senate, because the T. V. A. is a creature of the Congress.
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The only reason or the only just cause for which the Presi-
_ dent of the United States can remove a member of the board
is because a member of the board has appointed employees
for political reasons and without any regard to merit, and
certainly Dr. Morgan has never been charged even by the
President of the United States himself with the commission
of that misdemeanor,

Mr. FISH. I yielded to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SHORT] because the gentleman from Missouri can always
speak for himself.

I will say to the majority leader that what I object to is
the arbitrary action of the President in his high-handed and
autocratic removal of Dr. Morgan in violation of the law of
the land and in defiance of Congress.

I also resent the fact that the President did not demand an
investigation. All the President did in his message to Con-
gress was to say, “Why, the Congress has the power.” Of
course, we knew we had the power. We did not have to be
told by the President we had the power to investigate, but
he made no recommendation for an investigation by the
Congress; and this is a fact, and it stands as a fact over his
own writing in the official records of the House,

Mr. RAYBURN. If the President had made such a recom-
mendation, that probably would have been taken as some
more Executive dictation.

Mr. FISH. Well, he has never been afraid ot Executive
dictation or sending to Congress a list of his must legis-
lation.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
New York 5 additional minutes.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FISH. I yield.

Mr. CULKIN. Did not the nature of that inquiry at the
White House, if you can term it that, partake of the char-
acter of a police court third degree, with the President bait-
ing this very distinguished engineer and public officer who
insisted he had the right or it was his duty under the law
to be tried by the Congress? What I want to impress on
the gentleman and ask if he does not concur in my state-
ment, is that this was in the nature of a baiting, police court
third degree, with the result never in doubt.

Mr. FISH. I agree with the gentleman and I may say
further that I used similar words just a few minutes ago
when I compared it to the Ogpu methods used by the secret
police of the Communists.

Mr. CULKIN. No one questions the distinguished charac-
ter of Chairman Morgan as an engineer or as an American,

Mr. FISH. They never had up to the time of his removal.

Mr. RAYBURN. Will the gentleman allow me to say this
to the gentleman from New York? I have heard the gentle-
man on the minority make a similar broadcast about the
T. V. A. and the whole set-up, but I never heard any m=m-
ber of the minority party get up here and defend Chair-
man Morgan before the President dismissed him.

Mr, FISH. I was not aware of the fact that he needed any
defense. I have never discussed his administration. I have
never discussed the T, V., A. I do not believe that an honest
and honorable public servant needs anyone to defend him.
He has the right to speak for himself and can always do so.

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield so
I may make this reply in view of that statement? I have
repeatedly, at least in the committee records, commended
Chairman Morgan on his ability and his procedure,

Mr. RAYBURN. I said on the floor of the House.

Mr. CULKIN. I do not know that I have done that here,
but it is a matter of record.

Mr. FISH. I now desire to turn to an entirely different
subject, as I am sure you will agree when I mention it. It has
to do somewhat with the War Department bill now before us,
and I wish to apply my remarks to the members of the Mili-
tary Affairs Committee of the House and to the members of
the Subcommittee on Military Appropriations of the House.

There, apparently, is a discrimination in the armed forces
of the United Stales against colored soldiers. Colored sol-
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diers are only permitted to serve in the Infantry and in the
Cavalry.

When we consider these War Department bills and for
national defense we aim to obtain the greatest amount of
national defense possible for the funds involved. I am one
of those who does not believe that there should be any fear
or any alarm of war in the near future in the United States,
but we have the responsibility of building up our national
defense. I know from war service overseas that foreign
governments, particularly Great Britain and France, have
always made use of the colored people from their colonies in
their armed forces. The Sengalese, colored French soldiers,
served throughout the World War with distinction.

In our Army we do not permit colored men to serve in the
Coast Artillery or in the Tank Corps, the Engineer Corps,
the Chemical Warfare Service, Field Artillery, the Signal
Corps, and special services, including the Air Corps. It

. seems to me that if we are building for national defense we

have to do away with these discriminations and injustices to
one-tenth of our population.

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield.

Mr. STARNES. The gentleman from New York was a dis-
tinguished soldier in the recent war. He will recall that none
of the aviators or officers in the coast defense or artillery in
the British or French Armies were Senegalese or other col-
ored troops.

Mr. FISH. I am not sure about that; whether that is the
fact or not. I do not know much about the Coast Artillery.
I have an idea that they were used for all services in the
French Army. I do not know about the British Army. The
fact is in our Army we have two colored regiments of In-
fantry and two of Cavalry. They are badly split up and used
often as servants, menials, and orderlies. What I would like
to see is one single colored division, with all of the services
that go into a division—Artillery, Infantry, Engineers, and
every other service, including tanks, if a division has a Tank
Corps. I would also like to see Congress pass a law em-
powering the President of the United States to appoint two
colored men to West Point each year. Fifty years ago Colonel
Young, a colored man, graduated from West Point. Since
t:m;.rt1 time few or no colored men have graduated from West
Point.

I do not see much progress being made for the colored
race if 50 years ago one of their group could qualify and
today a colored officer cannot qualify. The only way I can
see to overcome this injustice, this discrimination, would be
to empower the President of the United States to appoint
two colored men each year to the Military Academy at West
Point, which would mean eight colored cadets altogether after
civil-service examinations, so that he would appoint only
those who are qualified and who could remain in West Point,
and who in time of war could be officers in colored divisions
and serve in the colored regiments we now have. Why should
we, a free country, deny the same right they have in France
and in Great Britain? We talk about the progress that the
colored race has made in the last 75 years. I do not see this
progress, at least in the Army. They seem to be making
progress by going backward. The time has come to bring
this issue out in the open and discuss it on its merits and
from the point of view of justice and national defense.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2 min-
utes more.

Mr. FISH. Ihope the Committee on Military Affairs, when
a proper bill is presented, will grant a hearing as to the ad-
visability of creating one colored division. We now have
four colored regiments and I think they should be combined
into a single colored division in the armed forces of the
United States, and in addition to that we should permit col-
ored men to qualify for every one of the services in our
Army, including the Air Corps. Why should not a colored
man if he is to serve in the Infantry and die for his country,
also be permitted to serve in the Air Corps or in the Artil-



1938

lery, if he is to serve his country in time of need and emer-
gency? In other words, if he is to wear the uniform of our
country, he must be treated the same way as all others,
and no one has a right to deny that service equality.

If a colored man is good enough to die for his couniry,
he is entitled to the same treatment as any white soldier.
His life is just as dear to his family as the life of any
white man is to his family. There should be no discrimina-
tion whatever in the armed forces in the United States.
All services should be open to every colored citizen on the
basis of merit and by act of Congress. 1 propose to intro-
duce within a short time a bill opening up all of the branches
of our armed forces, or rather of the War Department and
of the Army, to all our colored citizens. We permit aliens
to serve in our Army and in all units of our Army. Why
not permit loyal, honest, patriotic colored men to serve in
time of peace as well as in time of war in every branch
of the Army of the United States?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has again expired.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
Delegate from Alaska [Mr. Dmmonpl.

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, according to Greek mythol-
ogy, as every school boy knows, the great Achilles, the son
of Peleus and Thetis, a model to all the Greeks of ancient
days for valor, beauty, strength, and chivalry was invulner-
able in every part except his heel. According to the myth,
when he was a baby his mother held him by the heel and
dipped him in the river Styx. Wherever the water touched
him no weapon could hurt him, but his heel was not covered
by the water.

So years later in the Trojan War, Paris, son of Priam, shot
an arrow which wounded him in the heel and the supposedly
invulnerable Achilles died as a result of that wound. He was
vulnerable in only one point, but that was sufficient to cause
his death.

When we consider problems of national defense, when we
think of the area to be defended and for which we must make
provision for national defense, I have often wondered whether
the Territory of Alaska, which is just as much a part of the
United States as is the State of Maine or the State of Texas
or the State of California, is not the Achilles heel of our na-
tional defense situation. I am apprehensive, Mr. Chairman,
lest this Achilles’ heel of our national defense may some
day, perhaps not so far in the future, result in disaster to the
people of the United States.

If any reasonable man has two doors to his house, and in
that house he keeps articles of great value, such as might
tempt the cupidity of the criminal and the ruthless, he does
not lock and bolt and bar one door of that house, and make
it impregnable, and at the same time leave the other door
open. Yet that is precisely what has been done, and that is
the condition that exists, with respect to our plans for defense
of the Pacific coast of the United States.

Great pains have been taken, Mr. Chairman, to provide
defensive works for the Hawaiian Islands in the mid-Pacific.
It has been said times without number that the Hawaiian
Islands are the key of the Pacific. No one will deny, I think,
that the Hawaiian Islands are important. We have put
hundreds of millions of dollars in the defenses of those
islands and the great base at Pearl Harbor; and many peo-
ple are of the opinion that that is all that is necessary in
the Pacific, that it is not necessary or desirable to install
any defensive works in the Territory of Alaska.

Mr. GREEVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, DIMOND. I yield.

Mr. GREEVER. How many miles are there in the coast
line of Alaska?

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, recently I checked the data
I had concerning the coast line of Alaska and found that
the coast line of Alaska exceeds in length the total coast
line of the main body of the United States including the
Atlantic, Pacific, and Gulf coasts, according to figures fur-
nished me by the Department of Commerce. It appears
that the total coast line of the Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacific
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coasts, measured in 3-mile units which do not take into
consideration every slight configuration of the coast, is
12,877 miles. The total coast line of Alaska, measured by
the same units, is 15,132 miles; so, although the Territory
is only about one-fifth the size of the continental United
States, the coast line of Alaska, on account of its indenta-
tions and configurations, exceeds in length the total coast
line of the Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacific coasts of the United
States.

Mr. GREEVER. Do the figures the gentleman gives
include the inside passage to all of the vulnerable parts of
the Territory?

Mr. DIMOND. Yes; that includes all parts of the Territory,
and these figures are strictly comparative, being based upon
the same method of measurement.

Mr. GREEVER. How much fortification has the United
States in and around Alaska at the present time, coast
defenses and other defenses?

Mr. DIMOND. Answering the distinguished gentleman
from Wyoming, I am obliged, sadly, to say that Alaska has
practically no defense. Alaska has no coast defenses what-
soever. Alaska has at the present time about 300 Infantry
who are stationed at Chilcoot Barracks, a military post near
the city of Haines, Alaska. There is no other military or
naval force in Alaska except the pilots and the personnel of
about six Navy planes which are stationed at Sitka a part of
the time; they are not always there. Outside of that, Alaska
does not possess a single thing in the way of defense.

Mr. GREEVER. Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. DIMOND. I shall be pleased to.

Mr. GREEVER. Considering the great extent of the coast
line of Alaska, I am very much astonished to find that there
is so little in the way of coast defense. I did not know it
before, and I do not think it is generally known. I know that
the gentleman is familiar with Alaska and I know how well
he has represented that Territory here in the House, and how
faithfully he has done it. [Applause.] 1Is it not true that
recently the strategie, military, and naval importance of
Alaska has been greatly stressed in the minds of the people
of the United States and of the people who live in that
Territory?

Mr. DIMOND. Answering the gentleman, I may say that
the people of the Territory have never been in any doubt
about it. I was glad to note in the recent debate on the bill
increasing the size of the Navy that some mention was made
of Alaska. So far as I can recall, it is seldom since I have
been in Congress that any mention has been made by a
Member of the House except myself concerning the need of
installing defensive works in Alaska.

A few years ago, about 1935, I was greatly encouraged by
the outlook after extensive hearings by the House Committee
on Military Affairs on the so-called Wilcox hill, the Army
Air Corps bill, which, I think, was passed unanimously and
approved by the President. That bill provided for six large,
principal, or main Army Air Corps bases in different parts
of the United States, including one in the Territory of
Alaska. The base in Alaska was not authorized lightly or
without consideration. Extensive hearings were held by the
Committee on Military Affairs, and the importance of Alaska
from the military defense standpoint was stressed in this
hearing; so the committee was fully informed. The Alaska
base being authorized in the bill, it had the full support, I
have every reason to believe, of the General Staff of the
Army, as well as of the Members of the House and Senate,
and of the President of the United States. But from that
time to this, Mr. Chairman, not a single dollar has been
spent in Alaska, not a single thing has been done in Alaska
toward carrying out the expressed will of Congress and the
expressed will of the President with respect to the building of
the authorized Army Air Corps base in the Territory of
Alaska. I am reliably informed that in 1936 the War De-
partment sent an estimate to the Budget to be included in
last year’s bill in the sum of $1,500,000 for the commence-
ment of construction of the authorized Army Air Corps base
in Alaska, but the Budget rejected it. This year, I am told,
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and I have no doubt as to the accuracy of the information,
no estimate was sent to the Budget by the War Department
because the Budget had given orders in advance that the
sum available for new construction by the War Department
would be so limited that no work in Alaska could possibly be
undertaken. So we have the situation, Mr. Chairman, where
the Bureau of the Budget is apparently largely making the
military policy of the country.

I have brought here, as you see, a map, or chart, of the
North Pacific Ocean. It is known as a great circle sailing
chart of the North Pacific and is used by navigators in sailing
that ocean. This chart is used because it illustrates, as noth-
ing else except a globe can illustrate, the strategic importance
of Alaska in any sound plan of national defense. In present-
ing this matter to Congress I am not so much actuated by
the fact that I have the honor to represent here the Terri-
tory of Alaska as by the fact that I am a citizen of the
United States, and so I am alarmed about the safety of the
United States as long as Alaska is left undefended.

You see on the chart here before you, the great circle
sailing chart of the North Pacific Ocean, the relative posi-
tions of the Japanese Archipelago, Siberia, Alaska, including
the Aleutian Islands, Canada, and the United States. There
is one feature of this chart to which I desire especially to
invite your attention. Any straight line drawn on the
chart is the shortest distance between the two points it
connects thereon. The chart distorts otherwise the rela-
tive positions of the several features shown thereon, but a
straight line drawn between any two places on that chart
indicates the shortest distances between those two places,
because the chart is so made up that a straight line thereon
indicates a segment of a great circle of the earth, and I need
not explain that a great circle on the earth is one which if
extended into a plane would pass through the center of
the earth. Any globe representing the earth will show the
idea clearly.

You will observe that I have drawn three straight lines
on the chart. The line farthest to the north connects
Yokohama with Seattle. You will see that this line passes
north of a considerable number of the Aleutian Islands.
The next straight line to the south of the first connects
Yokohams with Portland, Oreg. It will be observed that
this line passes through some of the Aleutians, so that if a
ship sailed in the straight, short line directly from Yoko-
hama to Portland, Oreg., it would be necessary for that ship
to go overland part of the way when it came to the Aleutian
Islands. The most southerly of the lines goes straight from
Yokohama to San Francisco and that line passes approxi-
mately 276 statute miles south of the Aleutians. You will
also note the position of the Hawniian Islands, and that
none of these lines connecting Yokohama and the cities on
the Pacific coast of the United States—Seattle, Portland,
and San Francisco—comes within 2,000 miles of the Hawai-
ian Islands.

Right now it may be well to refer for a moment to dis-
tances, and in all cases I shall use the statute or land mile
as the unit of measurement. The straight, short great-circle
route between Seattle and Yokohama, going north of some
of the Aleutian Islands and south of others, is 4,924 miles.
But suppose the journey is made from Yokohama to the
Hawaiian Islands, and thence to the nearest large city on the
Pacific coast, San Francisco, we find that the distance is
6,316 miles. In other words the distance from Yokohama to
the United States by way of the Hawaiian Islands is approxi-
mately 1,400 miles longer than the straight, short great-circle
route which runs near or through the Aleutian chain. The
distance between the Aleutians and Honolulu is approxi-
mately 2,356 miles. The distance between San Francisco
and Honeclulu is about 2,408 miles, almost an equal distance.
The distance from Seattle to Ketchikan, Alaska, is 747 miles.
The distance from Seattle to Unalaska or Dutch Harbor in
the Aleutians is 1,966 miles. The distance from Dutch Har-
bor to the island of Attu, the westernmost of the Aleutians,
is 810 miles. And the distance from Attu to the great
Japanese harbor on Paramushiru Island, near the northerly
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end of the Japanese Archipelago, is 716 miles. From Para-
mushiru to Yokohama is about 1,400 miles.

In other words, the Aleutians are closer to Seattle than
are the Hawaiian Islands to San Francisco. The Aleutians
are about as far from the Hawaiian Islands as the Hawaiian
Islands are from the mainland of the United States at San
Francisco. Now the point that I wish to suggest to you is
this: A hostile fleet moving across the north Pacific cer-
tainly will not come by way of the Hawaiian Islands where
we have a naval base and an air base that are said to be well-
nigh impregnable, but will come instead on the short line—
some 1.400 miles shorter—along the Aleutians, where we
have precisely nothing on land or sea by way of defense, We
have locked the back door and put plenty of extra bolts on
it, and even walled it up with masonry, and at the same time
we have left the front door wide open. I submit, Mr, Chair-
man, that there is little point in providing defenses for the
Hawaiian Islands while Alaska is left naked to any possible
enemy. -

I remember as a schoolboy reading in a history of the War
between the States of the remarkable success of one of the
generals of the South. When he was asked to explain his
basic theory of military strategy or tactics that enabled him
to be uniformly successful, he said in substance that his
plan was to get there first with the most men. A moment
ago the able and courteous gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Starnes], in answer to my inquiry, informed me that I had
in mind the great General Forrest as the one who believed
on being on the battlefield first with the most men, and who
thus won his amazing victories. Even to one who knows
nothing of the military art, the rule seems a wise one. And
by that rule, with Alaska defenseless, we will lose at least
the first battle of any future war in the Pacific, for the na-
tion which first seizes and holds the Aleutians and the coast
of Alaska will have control of the inner, short line from the
Orient to the United States. Remember that Ketchikan,
Alaska, is only 747 miles from Seattle.

The establishment of the Army Air Corps base in Alaska,
as Congress must have intended in passing the Wilcox Act,
would at least be a mighty factor in giving us control of the
inner and short line. That base should be large enough to
accommodate at least 1,000 fighting planes. With such a
force on its flank, it is not likely that any enemy would
risk an attempted seizure of Alaska with the idea of making
it a base of operations against the United States.

But at the present time the Army has no facilities what-
ever in Alaska, We read a few days ago that the so-called
flying fortresses made a trip to the Argentine Republic.
Those ships could not be sent to Alaska because in all of
Alaska there are no fields and no facilities to accommodate
them. Is it possible that we are more concerned about the
welfare of the Argentine than we are for the safety and wel-
fare of Alaska? Alaska at the present time is as lacking
in defensive works and facilities as a babe in arms. This is
a serious matter for the people of Alaska, and it is 10 times
as serious for the people of the United States, for if a hos-
tile foreign power were to get possession of Alaska we would
be obliged to then expend in the defense of the main body
of the United States more billions of dollars than it would
now take millions to install adequate defense works in
Alaska, including, first of all, the Army air base.

Some of the land-hungry and resource-hungry nations of
the world would consider themselves as economic royalists
if they had Alaska, with its developed and potential wealth
of minerals and forests and fisheries and agricultural and
grazing lands, ample for the support under proper condi-
tions of millions of people. Vigorous efforts are being made
by our Government to develop trade between nations. Let
us consider for a moment the trade between the United
States and Alaska and the trade between the United States
and some of the foreign nations. For 1937 the total trade be-
tween the United States and Alaska amounted to approxi-
mately $124,000,000. I have not been able to obtain the fig-
ures showing the trade between the United States and for-
eign countries for 1937, but I have here some figures for
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1936, and I shall use these figures for comparison with the
commerce with Alaska in 1937. It appears that the com-
merce between the United States and Alaska almost equaled
that with Mexico; exceeded the commerce with Belgium;
greatly exceeded the commerce with Australia; exceeded the
commerce with Argentina, to which we sent the flying fort-
resses; exceeded our commerce with the Netherlands; ex-
ceeded our commerce with China, and here we may pause
to remember the efforts we have to maintain the “open door”
in China; exceeded our commerce with Sweden; was more
than twice our commerce with Soviet Russia, and may we
pause again and reflect upon the pains to which we have
gone to develop trade with Soviet Russia; and exceeded our
commerce with Colombia, and with British India, and with
Poland, and with Spain, in some cases as much as 2 to 1.

Let us return to the Alaska trade for a moment and con-
sider the 1937 figures, which show imports into Alaska from
the United States of a total of $43,083,998, and exports from
Alaska to the United States of $80,967,183. With respect to
any foreign nation, such a balance of trade might be con-
sidered disadvantageous to the United States, but that is
not the case with regard to Alaska. The greatest of the
wealth-producing industries in Alaska are owned and oper-
ated by citizens of the United States, who reside and pay
taxes in the States. Those persons are mostly stockholders
of great corporations operating in Alaska. All or practically
all of the surplus wealth produced in Alaska—roughly the
difference between the exports and the imports—finds its
way promptly into the pockets of the owners who live in
the United States. The amount of wealth thus contributed
each year by Alaska to the States is all but incredible,
Therefore, what upon superficial examination may seem with
respect to Alaska a balance of trade against the United
States, is in reality just the opposite. The wealth of Alaska
is being piped or channeled into the exchequers of the peo-
ple who reside in the States and who own the wealth-
producing agencies of Alaska. Fortunately, with the excep-
tion of the minerals, those wealth-producing agencies involve
the use of resources, like the salmon fishery, that are an-
nually replenished by nature, and with proper care should
be inexhaustable, I have mentioned this only fo rebut the
idea, which is all too common, that the Territory of Alaska
is nothing but a land of ice and snow, and is a liability to
the United States which we would be better off without. In
truth and in fact Alaska is a priceless asset, and in any other
part of the world its potential wealth would long before this
day have been the cause of half a dozen wars. Italy has
spent uncounted millions to acquire possession of Ethiopia,
and the conguered land, according to the most reliable re-
ports, is not one quarter the value of Alaska.

I have somewhat digressed, Mr. Chairman, and I shall re-
turn to the subject. Alaska should be defended. Defensive
works should be installed in the Territory. The first thing
to be done is the construction of the Army air base. Under
best conditions several years will be required to complete
that base, and we should begin now. When this bill is read
for amendment I intend to propose an amendment calling
for the expenditure during the fiscal year 1939 of $2,000,000
for commencement of work on the Alaska Army air base,
and I sincerely hope that the amendment will be agreed to
and the work promptly prosecuted to completion,

[Here the gavel fell.] i

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Lueckel.

Mr. LUECKE of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, much has
been said on the floor in recent days and weeks in regard
to war and world conditions in general; but it seems that
we continue to disregard conditions at home. To my way
of thinking, unemployment is one of the vital questions
facing this Congress, and one which should be discussed more
freely than it has been. It is vital to our democratic insti-
tutions to restore these 12,000,000 unemployed men to work.
We should find work for them in industry. Of course, the
W. P. A. cannot go on forever, and, besides, these men do
not want to stay on relief for the rest of their lives.
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In 1937, last year, when production was up to 92 percent
of normal, taking the production figures of 1929 as the basis,
there were still 7,000,000 unemployed. In order to put those
7,000,000 men back to work, production would have had to
go far above the 1929 figure. What does that mean? It
means these 7,000,000 workers will remain permanently un-
employed, and that is the problem facing the American
people today.

I do not like the idea of building a wall of steel around
this Nation and have it decay in the center. That is the
real danger to our democracy. We have got to put these
men back on the job.

How are we going to do it? If we look back over the
economic history of this Nation, we will find that 75 years
ago the hours constituting a regular workday were all the
way from 12 to 16, and many of our industries, because they
did not have the modern illuminating system which we have
today, worked their men from sunrise to sunset.

As we continue along in our investigation of our economic
history we find the hours were cut down to 12, then to 10,
and finally to 8. I can remember when the 8-hour day was
still unpopular. That was in 1900, at which time some
200,000 miners or more went out on strike for an 8-hour
day with 10 hours’' pay. That strike lasted 8 months, but
the miners finally were successful. Those men who went
out at that time for an 8-hour day with 10 hours’ pay might
have been called Bolshevists, although the word had not
been coined at that time. We called them radicals. How-
ever, they were victorious. The Nation went on as before.
The companies went on making as much money as they had
made theretofore, and everything went along as well as could
be expected.

It was also about that time that the railroads went on the
8-hour day. It so happened I was railroading at that time.
I remember men were working all the way from 16 to 20
and 24 hours and as long as 72 hours in one stretch. Then
they got an 8-hour day in the railroad stations and a 16-hour
day for the trainmen. The trade craft unions took the mat-
ter up and adopted an 8-hour day. Today it is the popular
thing. :

Mr. Chairman, we have now come to the time when we
must again reduce the hours of work in order to take care
of the unemployed. The time has come that we must adopt
the 6-hour day in industry that can support it. A year
ago I introduced a resolution which was referred to the
Committee on Labor asking for an investigation into the
6-hour day of those industries which could support it, but
nothing was ever done.

One of the gentlemen testifying before the Unemployment
Committee in the Senate not long ago, I think it was Mr,
du Pont, stated that for every one man employed in industry
there are required two indirectly to keep that man working
and to keep him supplied. What does this mean?

It so happens I looked into this matter a little further
and I found that the highly efficient industries, such as
automobile, steel, rubber, and the basic industries, includ-
ing the textile industry, could adopt a 6-hour day. If they
did it would mean that befween three and four million men
would be put back to work.

Now if we follow out the theory that one man in industry
reemploys two indirectly, you will have not only the 3
million men put back to work but you will have six million
others indirectly reemployed; so that in the end there would
be 9 million workers returned to industry.

It has been said that the 6-hour day is farfetched, that it
is radical and it might look like a little too much gravy, but,
to the contrary, it is fundamental Americanism. There is
nothing radical about it. It is just fundamental Americanism
to shorten the workday in order to meet unemployment.

Mr. Chairman, industry itself has not been the only one
affected by these technological improvements which have
resulted in putting men out of work. About a week ago an
Tlinois farmer came into my office and made the following
statement. He said that in 1920 he harvested 138 acres of
wheat and he gave 96 man-days employment. He stated
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further he harvested at the rate of 24 bushels to the acre.
He told me that in 1937 he harvested the same number of
acres, 138 acres, but gave only 9 man-days employment and
harvested 419 more bushels of wheat than he did in 1920.
In other words, he took his modern wheat combine and went
out into the field and harvested his own crop.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. LUECKE of Michigan. There you have an illustration
of what modern improvements and modern methods of pro-
duction are doing to the workingman,

I may cite another instance of a farmer who said to me
when I was back in my district, “Twenty-five years ago my
two sons and myself thought we were doing a big season’s
work and having a fine crop if we harvested 500 bushels of
potatoes, but now my two sons are gone, I am 25 years older,
and I harvest 5,000 bushels of potatoes alone with a tractor
and modern farming implements.”

How long can this trend go on? Obviously we must do
something about this condition, because it will not cure it-
self. We must see that these men are put back to work in
wealth-producing jobs. I know work created under the
W. P. A. has been worth while. School houses have been
built and farm-to-market roads have been built; but, still
and all, there is this production of wealth which is being
missed in the way of consumers’ products and in the way of
making for better homes.

What is a man going to do nowadays, if he is over 40 years
of age? This condition has been brought about by the mod-
ern machine. A man over 40 years of age is out on the street.
If gray hairs show underneath his hat, he may as well stay
away from the employment office. 'What are we going to do
with the millions who are coming out of school each fall
seeking employment? Are we going to say to them, “We can-
not do anything for you; all jobs have been filled, and you
must go on a permanent Government job of some kind”?

You and I know they do not want that, and let us be
thankful for it. The average American worker wants to
work at some honest method of production, some honest
way of making his living as he has been taught to make
it. It is easy enough to say to these men, “If you cannot
get a job in industry, why do you not go out and start a
little farm or something of that sort?” I want to say
to you that these men who have given their lives, in many
cases as high as 40 years, to service in these industrial plants
are not fit for anything else. You cannot ask a man who
has done that to become a farmer any more than you can
ask a farmer to go into an industrial plant,

This thing of asking a man to work 3 days in a mill and
3 days in raising his own vegetables in his own garden will
never work out, in my opinion, for the reason you can do
only one thing at a time and do it right. ¥You must either
work in a factory or work on a farm, and you cannot do
both at the same time. Therefore, that plan is out of the
picture.

It so happens that immediately after the war when I came
back from France I found my trade had flown out of the
window. In one plant where 3,000 men had previously
worked at their trade there were now machines, and the
force had been cut down to 500, and girls receiving $16 a
week were doing the work. I had to start life all over
again. i

THE 6-HOUR DAY

Every day the handwriting on the wall appears for some
workers somewhere. A recent case to come to hand is that
of the Grier works at New Castle, Pa., owned by the Carnegie~-
Tllinois Steel Co., a subsidiary of United States Steel.

The management announced the dismantling of the Grier
works, which employed 1,200 men, making steel by methods
requiring considerable hand labor.

Was this due to bad business or to lack of confidence on
the part of the management, as many critics would have us
believe about business in general?

Far from it. The Grier mill was to be replaced by one of
the 26 new huge mills that have been constructed during the
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past several years in which the production processes are
highly mechanized, so that now 80 men can average a pro-
duction of 800 tons in an 8-hour day, whereas formerly the
same number of men, working by hand processes, could pro-
duce only 90 tons a day.

To put it another way, the 800 tons of sheet steel would
fermerly have required 640 men’s work to make it in a day’s
time. Since it now requires only 80, we find by simple sub-
traction that 560 men have been displaced by the new equip-
ment. What this means is that seven out of every eight men
who used to work in the mills is, or will soon be, out of a job.
Can we expect to reduce unemployment when men are being
constantly turned out of their jobs?

Some people will, of course, try to deny the fact that we
need a general 6-hour day to help get our unemployed back
to work. These people will say, “Oh, the steelworkers’ case
is just an accident and not at all typical.”

For the benefit of those in doubt let us see what has hap-
pened in the slaughtering and meat-packing industry. On
the average, every hour a man worked in 1933, he produced
62 percent more than in 1920. This change resulted from the
use of conveyors and handling devices, as well as readjusting
processes, so that there were fewer motions and shorter dis-
tances to be covered. If the worker has to move his arm only
half as far as previously in some operation, it is obvious that
he can have two movements where he had only one before.
This has enabled the meat industry to get more work out of
each man.

Figures are available in the boot and shoe industry which
show that for every hour a man works at that trade today,
he produces 50 percent more than he did back in 1914, This
change came about not so much on account of actual labor-
saving devices, but due to a change in the product itself.
Formerly almost all footwear had sewed soles. Now there is
mass production of cemented-sole boots and shoes, with the
labor required for the new type being much less than what
it had been for the old. It is true that there has been an
increase in demand for shoes due to style changes for
women, but this has not offset the labor displacement, for
the present policy is to make shoes less durable and at lower
price. Had the 6-hour day been gradually introduced into
the shoe industry, we could have avoided technological un-
employment of the 9,000 men since 1923 as to the footwear
trade. g

According to Dr, Charles F. Roos, former director of re-
search of the National Recovery Administration, a worker
in the tire and rubber industry now produces double what he
did 10 years ago. In other words, one man can now do the
work of two. This came about through the introduction of
a number of important improvements in machinery and pro-
duction methods, which have made the process almost en-
tirely automatic. Since the labor cost of making tires has
thus declined considerably and production per man per hour
has correspondingly increased, plus insufficient increase in
demand for tires to offset these factors, there has been dis-
placement of men by machines.

Are we going to sit idly by and let these technological
changes cost us billions of dollars in supporting millions of
our fellow citizens without work, due to no fault of their
own? Or will we be rational and split the work to be done
among all who are ready, willing, and able to do it?

Some further-cases of workers being displaced by machines
have been published within the past several weeks as joint
studies of the Works Progress Administration and the De-
partment of Labor. One of these is entitled “Mechanical
Changes in the Cotton Textile Industry, 1910 to 1936.”

Here we find a striking example of long-range effects
aside from the depression following 1929. By going back to
1910, we can make a comparison of what has happened
since the time of the pre-war generation. Take the weaving
of terry cloth. In 1910 it took two 40-hour shifts of 1,186
men to produce 700,000 yards of cloth. Today two 40-hour
shifts of 276 men can produce the same amount of cloth.
This is a drop of 75 percent of the amount of labor required
for the same amount of product. One man now with an
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automatic loom can produce what it took four men to do in
1910, thus causing the other three to be out of work.

It is true that the weaving of terry cloth is one of the
worst cases of displacement, but even in other materials we
find a similar tendency. There was a reduction of 27 per-
cent in the labor costs of weaving sheeting between 1910
and 1936, and similar reductions in other fabrics ranging up
to 37.5 percent reduction as to combed broadcloth.

In the so-called carding of textiles, the first operation
usually, the number of workers is now about half what was
needed to produce the same amount in 1910; for example,
combed broadcloth carding that required 218 workers in
1910 now takes only 108 for like quantities; sheeting that
took 238 then needs but 112 now; and canton flannel that
required 290 is today carded by only 148 men.

Spinning operations have shown reductions in labor time
needed ranging from 24 percent in producing combed broad-
cloth, up to 31.3 percent for terry cloth, these improvements
being due to improvements in spinning machinery as well
as to controlled air moisture and temperature which reduced
breakage of cotton fibers which occurs when they are too
dry.

In the spooling and warping of textiles, the decrease in
man-hour requirements since 1910 has ranged from 54.5
percent in carded filling satten to 63.9 percent in combed
broadcloth., Some explanation for the considerable reduc-
tion in the possible labor requirements may be found in the
fact that in 1910 a spooling machine averaged approximately
0.33 pounds of yarn per hour, while in 1936 the machine could
process 1.83 pounds of yarn, or almost six times as much.
Similarly, in 1910 a warper averaged 31.3 pounds of yarn per
hour, as against an average of 328 pounds now.

When man is clever enough to invent spooling machines
which automatically tie necessary knots in the fabric, why
can he not see that the worker should get some of the bene-
fits of efficiency in shorter hours and better pay, as well as
the employer making more profits for himself.

As a matter of fairness we must admit a certain amount
of offset to the textile labor displacements just menticned.
It is true that miscellaneous men such as electricians, scrub-
bers, humidity men, truck drivers, yardmen, and such in-
creased up to 18 percent over 1910, and there is another
offset due to the work involved in manufacturing the labor-
saving new machinery. Yet these offsets are only a frac-
tion as compared to the total numbers of persons displaced.

A good way to think of the situation of unemployment as
a whole is to compare it with a man with a team of horses.
If he uses the team only part of the time and turns it lcose

_on the public when not using it, something has to be done
about it to make him take care of his own horses. It should
be obvious that he may not turn them out on the public
highway, nor let them pasture on other people’s land.
Neither can he permit those mules to die in front of another
man's house,

Yet this is what industry dares to do in this country now.
It turns loose its employed or employable workers to die in
front of your house or mine for all it cares. We have mil-
lions of people now who would die except that the Govern-
ment has changed its policy toward giving public relief since
1932.

Whenever an effort is made fo raise the standard of living

_and well-being of the average man, immediately an attempt
is made to set up a line of hostility between the farmer and
the wage earner. There is no such natural line of hostility.
There is no reason why better wages should injure the farmer
or increased farm prices should harm the worker in industry.
The farmer depends upon principally the wage earners for
his customers. He cannot depend upon that upper 2 per-
cent of the population that gets most of the incomes in the
United States. The wage earner must, in turn, depend upon
the farmer to buy the cloth, the automobiles, or the radios
that he makes, so that the farmer and the wage earner are
naturally drawn together and cannot be separated.

How can there bej hostility between the farmer and the
wage earner when they are each ofher’s customers? The
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solvent wage earnmer can pay more for butfer, meat and
bread, and other products than the insolvent. Similarly, the
farmer who is solvent can pay a good deal more for the prod-
ucts of the factory than one who is insolvent. What we must
do is to raise the purchasing power of both farmer and wage
earner. With the cooperation of both we can keep going
forward and help everyone get more of the things he wants
and has a right to demand. President Roosevelt expressed
it this way on March 5, 1934:

We must remember that the bulk of the market for American
industry is among the 80 percent of our people who live on wages
and salaries, and only 10 percent of that market s among people
who live on profits alone. No one is opposed to sensible and rea-
sonable profits—but the morality of the case is that a great seg-
actual distress; and that as between

With millions still unemployed, the power of our people to purchase
and use the products of industry is still greatly curtailed * * @,
Therefore, I give to industry today this challenge: It is the im-
mediate task of industry to reemploy more people at p
wages, and to do it now. Only thus can we continue recovery an
restore the balance we seek. It is worth while keeping in the front
ught that the people in the country whose
$2,000 a year buy more than two-thirds of
the goods sold here. It is logical that if the total amount that
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Turning from the President’s words back to actual cases,
we find some shocking flgures in the careful study published
last June by the National Resources Committee and entitled
“Technological Trends and National Policy.” One of the
special merits of this work is that it takes into account indi-
viduals having only part-time or temporary employment.
Thus two persons each working only half the time are counted
as only one employed person, a method which produces a
higher accuracy than ordinary calculations.

According to this report (p. T7) if we take the manufac-
turing industries such as reported to the Census of Manu-
factures, we find that a certain amount of work which
required a hundred men to do it in a certain amount of time
in 1920, can now be done in the same time by only 56 men—
a reduction of 44 out of the 100 men or almost half.

In mining industries the reduction has not been quite as
great—81 men can do what 100 did in 1920, a reduction of
19 out of the hundred. In the telephone industry the
change was more than in mining, the drop since 1920 being
25 out of the hundred for the same amount of work done.
Here the change was brought about partly by the growing
use of the automatic dial-telephone equipment which threw
operators out of work, although needing extra mechanical
labor for installing the equipment.

In order to think clearly on the subject of the 6-hour day,
we must first cease to regard the period of the middle
twenties as a “normal” to be considered our goal to be
returned to. This point of view neglects the fact that a
country like ours with its continuously increasing popula-
tion must regard “normal” as a process of ever-increasing
levels of production, employment and income. If the quan-
tity produced by labor in a certain quantity of time remained
the same, the total amount of things produced would have
to rise as fast as the labor supply in order to keep the volume
of unemployment from increasing.

However, given our progressive increases in the amount
each worker can produce, a decline in production such as
the recent depression brings about a still greater amount of
decline in employment than one would think, and an increase
in production results in a less than proportional increase in
employment. So, since we cannot seem to increase the
total volume of production at a faster rate than the increase
in our labor supply, there is nothing else to do other than
shortening the workday if we are to avoid an ever-increasing
volume of unemployment. This is a purely engineering and
practical side of the question, yet it points in the same direc-
tion as the righteous and just feeling that every worker

- should be entitled to share in the benefits of improved

efficiency in industry, not only in wages but in leisure
too. :
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There is an important consideration to be kept in mind as
to the benefits of increased leisure on reducing unemploy-
ment. Not only would the 6-hour day cause more employ-
ment directly, on the work-sharing basis, but by maintaining
weekly wages at presenf levels the total purchasing power
of labor would be increased as has been often pointed out.
An additional factor that has not been emphasized so much
is that having more leisure will promote a greater consump-
tion of many goods such as automobiles, electrical appli-
ances, and various home comforts. The more time people
have for themselves the more they will have time to go to
shows, to read books or magazines or newspapers, to burn
gas and oil in their cars, or go to other amusements. All
these would help make places for those now unemployed.

Another way in which the 6-hour day would help stimulate
business indirectly is that it would cause an increase in the
number of employees in not only large-city areas but also
in small towns where factories were located. Such an in-
crease in personnel would in some cases draw newcomers
to the small town to work and would often cause a brisk
demand for new housing for them to appear. In that way
the lagging construction industry would be stimulated and
more of the home building which President Roosevelt has
called for would be stimulated.

For those who still refuse to be convinced or to be open-
minded on the question of the 6-hour day, I want to call
attention to the fact that these principles were presented
back in 1819—a century ago—by the eminent Swiss econo-
mist, J. C. L. Simonde de Sismondi, in his book Nouveau
Principes D’Economie Politique. Although Sismondi pointed
out that technical advances were causing undue hardships
to certain classes, he made it plain that he did not wish to
stop or hinder the advance of science and invention. He
demanded only that the advantages of efficiency be spread
to all as rapidly as possible, and closed his book with the fol-
lowing very up-to-date recommendations:

First. Abolition of child labor.

Second. Shortening the length of the work day.

Third. Setting of minimum wages.

Fourth. Encouragement of labor organization and collec-
tive bargaining. Far from being radical, our demand for a
6-hour day is really ultraconservative in view of a century-
old precedent for shorter hours, both in theory and
practice.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. SuTPHIN].

Mr. SUTPHIN. Mr. Chairman, in this day we are en-
deavoring to serve the job maker. We are giving him every
encouragement; but, at the same time, is not the Govern-
ment encroaching on his activities? Is not the Govern-
ment engaging in mew flelds of commercial activily every
day?

During the recent hearings on the bill under discussion

-today.theQuarbermasterGenemLGmeml Gibson, testi-

filed before the committee—at page 190 of the hearings—
regarding the relative cost of uniforms and shirts, compar-
ing Government factory costs with the costs of private
contractors. I find that contract figures do not agree with

- the general’s statement.

In his figures for breeches, cotton, khaki, he has listed
the commercial contract cost as $1.205249, but upon inves-
tigation I find the last contract awarded was as of Septem-
ber 15, 1937, for 75,990 pairs of cotton breeches, the award
being made to the Philadelphia Uniform Co. at a unit price

'of 82 cents. This represents a considerable discrepancy

between the $1.20 which the quartermaster general states

: these breeches have cost and the actual award.

The commercial contract cost of breeches, elastique, is
listed at $1.1324662, while the last contract awarded by the
Government was to the Champion Pants Manufacturing Co.,
of New York City, on October 1, 1937, at a unit price of
72 cents less one-fourth of 1 percent.

The Quartermaster General has listed the commercial con-
tract cost of coats, serge, at $2.514773, while on October 1,
1937, the contract awarded was for 7,108 coats, to the Sig-
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mund Eisner Co., of Red Bank, N. J., at a unit price of
$1.73 less one-tenth of 1 percent.

Another award was made for 2,400 coats on October 28,
1937, to the same concern at a unit price of $2.45 less one-
tenth of 1 percent. This was a relatively small quantity,
with 39 assorted sizes, which is probably the reason for the
increased cost.

Cotton trousers, khaki, which is one of the very large items,
are shown in the Quartermaster General’s figures as having a
commercial contract cost of 81.20444219 cents. The last
award was on January 27 of this year to the Philadelphia
Uniform Co. for 200,000 pairs of cotton trousers at a unit price
of 43 cents, while on November 8, 1937, bids were awarded to
the five lowest bidders at bids ranging from 44.89 cents to
48.5 cents.

Now, with reference to cotton shirts, which are probably in
more common usage in the Army than any other one item,
the last invitation was received on November 5, 1937, for
431,500 shirts. The awards were made to the four lowest
bidders. One was to the Morris Trichon Co., of Philadelphia,
for 100,000 at e unit cost of 30.25 cents.

Another award was made to the Model Blouse Co., of Mill-
ville, N. J., for 220,000 and the cost was 33 cents.

Another award was made to the Cohen-Fein Co., of Wilkes-
Barre, Pa., for 50,000 at a cost of 36 cents.

Another award was made fo the same company of 50,000 at
37 cents.

The Long Wear Manufacturing Co., of Philadelphia, re-
ceived an award of 220,000 shirts at 38 cents.

Yet the Quartermaster General told the committee that the
cost for commercial manufacture was 50.5 plus cents for
cotton shirts.

Another item which is listed here by the Quartermaster
General is shirts, flannel. The commercial cost is 44.0058596
cents according to the figures supplied to the committee by

the Quartermaster General.

Yet on February 2 of this year an award was made for
500,000 shirts to the Phillips Jones Co., of New York, and the
unit price was 26.95 cents.

Mr. Chairman, of course, I do not want to intimate that

the ‘Quartermaster General has falsified the figures in any

way, because I know that is not true. The impression I
want to leave is that I do not believe he is aware of what is
going on in his department. I am sure that each and every
one of us realizes not only the desirability but the necessity
of giving encouragement to every private manufacturer and
we certainly cannot do this by permitting awards to be made
to Government factories, especially when the astounding fact
is that the cost of private manufacture is less than the
Government factory cost in every case, and in some cases to
an astounding degree.

Mr. PARSONS. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTPHIN. I yield.

Mr. PARSONS. Does the gentleman from New Jersey be-
lieve there has been discrimination in these contracts?

Mr. SUTPHIN. I would like to have an explanation of
how he can arrive at these figures showing that the Govern~
ment cost is lower than private contract cost when the
actual facts are the reverse of this. I am looking for
enlightenment along that line.

Mr. PARSONS. Not being an employee of the War De-
partment, of course, I cannot give the gentleman such in-
formation, but I took it from what the gentleman was saying
he thought there had been discrimination.

Mr. SUTPHIN. I want to know how they arrive at these
figures, when the award is made to a private contractor for
cotton shirts at 3025 cents, we will say, and then the De-
partment reports the cost to a congressional committee as
50 cents.

Mr. PARSONS. And award the confract on the basis of
30.25 cents?

Mr, SUTPHIN. And award the contract on the basis of
30.25 cents.

Mr. PARSONS. Is that an estimat»ed cost or is that pre=
sumed to be actual cost?
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Mr. SUTPHIN, I have the actual figures which the pri-
vate manufacturer receives for each item, and that is what I
am submitting here, and I am endeavoring to find out how
the Government can arrive at a cost 67 percent in advance
of what the manufacturer actually gets, when all these items
are made by union labor and under the Walsh-Healey Act.

On page 9 of the committee report on this bill, it is stated:

It is the judgment of the committee, justified by the testimony
of the Department, that the division of work now obtaining rather
favors commerial interests; in fact, to an extent that is not con-
ducive to the most efficlent and economical operation of the
Army’s depot. Since we have this establishment, it should be op-
erated to capacity on a full normal workday schedule, particularly
when there is work to be done of a character that can be turned
out at less cost or no greater cost than by private manufacturers.

There are arguments against the national-defense eco-
nomics of this statement, but the actual facts do not require
that we go that deeply into it, for it is a fact that the private
manufacurers beat the Government costs, they actually do
their manufacturing more economically, and sell to the Gov-
ernment, after paying all their normal costs of operating a
private concern in addition to the wages—after meeting
many costs the Government does not include in the figures
of Government costs—these private concerns still can and do
manufacture much more cheaply.

Sound economics and 130,000,000 American people are
demanding that we spend only what is necessary to provide
adequate and proper governmental services. This demand
cannot long permit extravagant costs for Army clothing
simply because this clothing is manufactured by a Govern-
ment-owned factory, to the detriment of private employers.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr, FLETCHER].

ONE WAY TO SAVE MONEY—STOP NEEDLESS DUPLICATION OF STATISTICAL
SERVICE

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, the Committee on the
Census, in a recent meeting reported a hill to provide for
gathering of statistics on cottonseed, soybeans, corn, and
other grain and seed products widely used by manufacturers.

At that meeting, members of the census committee brought
out the fact that many governmental agencies and bureaus
are duplicating, in a more or less degree, the work already
being done by the Bureau of the Census.

Testimony submitted to your committee reveals that the
Bureau of the Census is charged, primarily, with the respon-
sibility of gathering statistics and data throughout the
United States relating to our current industrial situstion
and other aspects of our economic life. The duties are en-
‘tirely those of a service organization. The Bureau of the
Census does not possess any regulatory functions.

DUPLICATION BY FEDERAL AGENCIES

At the same time, the many other agencies of the Execu-
tive Branch of the Government are duplicating the work
of the Bureau in order to secure facts, figures, and statistics
for regulatory and other purposes.

The records will show that the Bureau of the Census, in
an effort to cooperate with agencies of other departments
that issue statistics, furnishes these agencies data collected
by the census enumerators, yet the duplication has increased
with corresponding expenditure of Federal funds.

BUSINESSMEN PROTEST

The flood of questionnaires from Federal agencies that
must be filled out by business organizations has increased,
and this work has become a major task.

Businessmen are required to duplicate, in many instances,
the same facts and figures to several different agencies, and
they are looking for a remedy.

There is a growing resentment from businessmen against
this duplication and many questionnaires are turned down
or discarded because the trade organizations do not receive
any benefit from the data collected.

The exception to this criticism is in the case of the Bureau
of the Census, whose questionnaires are promptly filled out
because the Census Office compiles and delivers statistics to
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business organizations and trade groups which are valuable
to their particular industry.

It has been suggested by many trade organizations, manu-
facturers, and business groups that the schedules of the
Census Bureau be designed to the end that this Bureau may
gather complete statistics, including those used by other
agencies, and thus avoid duplication wherever possible.

CENSUS BUREAU EFFICIENT .

Statements presented to the Census Committee reveal that
contacts made by the businessmen with the Bureau of the
Census have been very satisfactory. A survey made regard-
ing the service rendered by this bureau shows that business
generally will welcome the Bureau of the Census as a central
agency for fact-finding through a simplified method, thereby
checking the spread of duplicate information furnished to
other bureaus and agencies.

Information has come to the Census Committee that some
business concerns complain that these Governmenf ques-
tionnaires are pyramiding rapidly to the point where they
have become a real burden to them.

One manufacturer in returning his questionnaire to the
Bureau of the Census took occasion to acquaint the Bureau
with the number of forms he had been requested to fill out
from other sources, and he took two pages to list and de-
scribe the number of questionnaires from various local,
State, and governmental agencies.

CENSUS BEUREAU HAS EQUIPMENT

Many members of the Census Commitiee feel that the Bu-
reau of the Census should be the statistical collecting agency
of the Government.

The Bureau has all the machinery necessary for tabulat-
ing census statistics of every kind acquired through the var-
ious Government Bureaus.

Many feel that the Bureau of the Census then should be
given the responsibility of gathering the fact-finding data,
taking over considerable of the work of the other agencies
rather than see these other agencies expend money on ex-
pensive mechanical equipment used in compiling statistics
when the Government already has adequate equipment in the
Bureau of the Census.

Otherwise it is obvious that duplication and expansion of
other agencies will continue to waste money.

RESOLUTION TO CORRECT DUPLICATION

Therefore, I have introduced House Resolution No. 449
designed to authorize the Census Committee to obtain in-
formation necessary as a basis for legislation with a view
to the improvement and coordination of, and the elimina-
tion of any duplication, unnecessary expense, or unjustified
burden on business organizations and private citizens in con-
nection with statistical services by the Federal Government.

The executive departments, independent establishments,
and various agencies of the Government are authorized, un-
der the pending resolution, to furnish such information and
assistance as may be deemed necessary by the committee,
but the resolution shall not authorize the disclosure of any
matter required by law to be held confidential.

The members of our Census Committee expect to conduct
a thorough investigation of the charges that there is wide-
spread duplication of Government statistical work and issu-
ance of data. .

The Census Committee will appreciate the cooporation of
Members of the House, business organizations, and private
individuals in submitting testimony and statements that will
aid our committee in carrying out the provisions of House
Resolution 499.

It is my intention to call a meeting of the committee soon
for the purpose of discussing this question, in the hope of
finding a way of preventing the needless waste of money re-
sulting from preventable duplication. [Applause.]

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. RoGers].

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
bring to the attention of the House the great distress in the
city of Lowell. The people of Lowell, including the mayor,
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the employers, and the employees, are greatly alarmed re-
garding these reciprocal-trade agreements. The leather
workers and the boot and shoe workers are also very much
distressed over the decision made by the people who negoti-
ated the reciprocal-trade agreement with Czechoslovakia.
The cotton workers are very greatly distressed as well as the
workers in the cotton damask industry, the industry that
competes with the damask made by Czechoslovakia. They
fear their industry may be closed as the boot and shoe
workers fear that their industry may be closed.

At a later time I shall ask permission to insert as a part
of these remarks a very strong editorial written by a power-
ful Democratic newspaper in Lowell, the Lowell Sun. It
speaks of the fact that there is great resentment, great bit-
terness of feeling, and great fear for the future on the part
of all of the people of Lowell because of the Czechoslovakia
treaty and the proposed treaty with Great Britzin. The
present is bad enough; the future may be infinitely worse.

Mr. Chairman, in appearing before the committee for reci-
procity information I submitted petitions signed by 6,800
workers of the city of Lowell. It is one of the largest peti-
tions presented to the committee for reciprocity informa-
tion. The first real mill started in this country, in all of
the United States, was started in our city of Lowell, Mass.,
where we have the finest so-called labor market in all the
country; in fact, in all the world.

Under leave to extend my remarks in the REecorp, I in-
clude the following editorial:

[From the Lowell (Mass.) Sun of March 16, 1938]
AGAIN THE SACRIFICIAL CALF

"Masaachuse?:s has everythj‘?igth touioseuglnt:d no to gain in
the proposed (tariff) treaty e . Mnassa~
chusetts is being placed on the sacrificial altar in the hope of
bettering conditions in other parts of the country.”

That is the way that Representative TREADWAY aums& up th:
proposed trade agreement with England which would permi
English cotton mills to flood the American market, and thus ruin
the cotton-textile industry in New England, particularly in Lowell.
And Representative TrREADWAY has hit the nail on the head.

Only last week we saw trade treaty maker, Secretary of State
Hull, from southern Tennessee, blow the shoe industry out of New
England by signing a trade agreement with Cgzechoslovakia, Now
low-priced Czech shoes made by cheap labor are permitted to flood
the American market and do one of these two things: (1) Either
drive the shoe industry out of business or (2) cause the workers in
shoe manufacturing to accept wages far below what they are now
getting, and the wages they are now getting are hardly a living
wage; failure to reduce wages will mean that the New England
shoe manufacturer will be unable to meet Czech prices and there-
fore must go out of business. That isn't a very pretty picture.

Now Mr, Hull, who can do nothing without the approval of
President Roosevelt, is ready to do the same job on our textile
industry. What will be left of Lowell after these two staggering
blows?

New d labor and industry are united on this issue, but
what it will do is a question. For industry it means no busi-
ness; for labor it means no

When confronted by a united New England front, Hull said that
there were always some who would subordinate the welfare of the
country to that of themselves, In other words, Hull tells us that
we in New England should be to offer ourselves as a sacri-
fice so that the remainder of the Nation may prosper.

Why doesn't Hull and the rest of the administration in Wash-
ington suggest that some other part of the Nation do the sacrificing
for a change, s0 that New England might prosper?

We have said time and again, and repeat it now, that the New
Deal has never given New England the consideration it has shown
for the West and the South. It spent 10 times more relief money
in those sections than it did in New England. It gave cotton
growers in the South and farmers in the West money for not grow-
ing anything on their land—and the money it was giving them was
collected in taxes from New England and the other industrial
BStates of the East.

It has always catered to the West and the South because the
balance of voting power was there. When President Roosevelt pro-
posed the wage and hour bill no newspaper gave him stronger and
more sincere support than this one. We did so because we thought
that a wage and hour bill would make southern cotton manufac-
turers pay the same wage as northern cotton manufacturers do.
And that would mean more work for men in our cotton mills be-
cause they are better workers, and on an equal-wage basis New
England manufacturers could more than compete with those in
the South.

But what happened when the bill came before Congress? South-
ern Members turned the heat on the President, and he backed
down by assuring them that any wage and hour bill would call for
lower wages in the South than in the North. The bill didn't pass

in Congress, but it wouldn’t have helped any if it had—that is,
if it had in its remade form.
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Now we have the shoe treaty with Czechoslovakia which is likely
to end the shoe industry in New England, and if it doesn’t ruin it
it is sure to badly cripple it.

And it looks as though Hull is going to put the final nail in our
coffin by signing the cotton textile trade treaty with England.
Then what few cotton mills we have left will either go out of
business or operate on a greatly reduced scale.

Hull says that in these days of grave war danger the United
Btates can best help to prevent war by these friendly trade treatles
with foreign powers. When it means throwing thousands and
thousands of our New England people out of work, we say Mr. Hull
has a warped opinion of what we must do to pull other people's
war chestnuts out of the fire.

Why should the people of New England be persecuted like this?
What have they done to be the continual targets of the administra-
tion in Washington? Here we are in another depression, and the
administration, instead of helping our people to find work, de-
liberately promotes plans which are going to throw those who
still have jobs out of work.

We only hope that something can be done to end this madness.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts has expired.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN].

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I dislike very much to be
called upon so often to reply to remarks made by the gen-
tlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. Rocers]. She expresses
great fear, and says that the workers in the leather business
in Massachusetts and the makers of shoes express great fear
in respect fo their jobs. My understanding is that it is a
proven fact that under the arrangement made by the Sec-
retary of State and this Government with the Government of
Czechoslovakia, with reference to shoes and the importation
of shoes into this country, at the maximum, all of the shoes
that could possibly be shipped into the country under the
arrangement would amount to not more than one-half of 1
percent of all of the shoes that are manufactured and sold
in this country. For that very small concession to Czecho-
slovakia, we, in many products that are produced in this
country, of which we produce a surplus, receive valuable
assurances of exportation to that country of these products
of American labor, and it does appear to me that if in con-
sideration of many thousands of dollars, probably running
into the millions, we may export to countries like Czecho-
slovakia, and give in exchange the right of importation into
this country of only one-half of 1 percent, or less, of the
shoes made in this country, we have made a pretty good
trade for the workers of the United States. Furthermore,
everyone knows that since the World War the doctrine of
infant industries, so much talked about by our friends in
tariff discussions for many years and used as their main
argument, has ceased to exist, and that our factories are not
only not infant industries any more but are the greatest in
all the world.

Unless the factories of this country, producing this sur-
plus, can by some kind of an arrangement, send that sur-
plus to other countries of the earth, what will become of
these expanded factories, and what will become of the
American workers that are employed in those factories?
Let me repeat what I said on this floor some days ago, in
my opinion, one of the great contributing causes, among
others, of the debacle of 1929 was the fact that we had
reared tariff walls in this country so high that we practically
closed ourselves to the commerce of the world and when we
reared these tariff walls to the point where they became
prohibitive, it is axiomatic that that practically closed the
ports of the world to the commerce of America, because, as
has been said so many times, money does not cross the
ocean to balance the difference in trade of one country
against another. It is the surplus products shipped from
one country to another that balance the trade.

Let me repeat what I said here a few days ago. McKin-
ley had been chairman of the Ways and Means Committee
of the House and wrofe the McKinley tariff bill. Afterward
he was President of the United Stafes, and is one of the
patron saints of the Republican Party. McKinley made the
statement during the consideration of the McKinley Tariff
Act that this country could not hope to continue to sell
where it did not buy. Modern Republican tariff writers for-
get that. They brought us to the point where somebody like
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the Secretary of State and the present President in the
United States in somewise had to break down these barriers
that had become insurmountable. We had been trading
with countries that for years were practically free-trade
countries but we kept raising our tariffs to the point where
finally we taught them how to write tariffs, and when they
did they levied them with a vengeance. They now have
tariffs that in many instances are the equal of ours and in
some instances higher. The time has come when, if we
are to continue trading with these countries we have got to
sit around the table and come to an understanding.

So, let me close as I began, by saying that if we are
making a bargain with a country like Czechoslovakia to take
a few of their products in order that we may sell many of
ours and thus keep American workers employed, I think it is
a great compliment to those who did it, and a great service
to the people of this country. [Applause.]

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. RoGersl.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I would
remind the distinguished gentleman from Texas, the major-
ity floor leader, for whom I have a very high regard, that
President McKinley's wish and statement was for reciprocity.
He wanted to import the commodities that we did not make,
commodities that would not force our mills to close. He
wanted trade. But he did not wish to shut out some of our
industries from being able to continue. He did not want to
throw our workers out of work. He did not want to sacri-
fice the worker in industry for the farmer. We all want trade
with foreign countries, but not at the expense of our own.

I also would like to remind the distinguished majority floor
leader that the wool growers of Texas and the States of the
West are just as anxious, just as much afraid that their
tariff on raw wool will be cut when the reciprocal-trade
agreement is made with Australia. I believe the present
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole is just as anxious
that this duty be not cut. It would seem to make a differ-
ence from what section of the country one comes. I am
sure the gentleman really wanis protection for his own sec-
tion of the country.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman
yield at that point?

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I hope the gentleman
will let me continue. I did not interrupt him. I will gladly
yield later.

I refer the gentleman to the questions answered by Mr.
Fox, who was then sitting as a member of the Board for
Reciprocity Information, in the Department of Commerce au-
ditorium. The gentleman from New York [Mr, Lorp] asked
Mr. Fox what the percentage of importation from Czecho-
slovakia now was under the reciprocal-trade agreement with
that country in types of shoes that compete with the women'’s
shoes now made in my own district, made in Massachusetts,
made in the Middle West, and made in New York. Mr. Fox
replied that the quota of importations would be increased
from 1 to 1% percent of our shoe production. At the pres-
ent time the percentage is 1 percent of our total production
of shoes, but that 1 percent is highly concentrated competi-
tion.

I refer the gentleman to & statement I am going to put in
the RecorD on Monday. This statement will show the terms
of the reciprocal-trade agreement with Czechoslovakia.

Mr. Chairman, we asked for protection on cemented shoes
but were granted instead less protection than we now have.
At one time, Mr. Chairman, the Tariff Commission raised the
duty on McKay shoes, but under this reciprocal-trade agree-
ment the duty on McKay shoes was lowered 50 percent, The
distressing part of it, Mr. Chairman, is that these duties are
frozen into law for a definite period. There can be no
increases of duty as conditions arise. Importations have
increased alarmingly during this year. Our workers, there-
fore, will have no redress.

I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if the Members of this House
fully realize the actual terror that has seized workers in
many of our industries, the fear of losing their jobs? I am
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not exaggerating. I have in my hand an' editorial pub-
lished in a Democratic paper that does not wish to attack
the Democratic administration, I am sure, but that editorial
shows the paper is thoroughly indignant at the treatment
of our industries. When you read this editorial, if later I
am granted permission to include it in my remarks, you will
realize the plight of these people. I wish you could go into
my own State of Massachusetts, go into New England, or
go into Providence, R. I.; go into the different towns, if you
will, the communities where the mills happen f{o be making
airplane cloth for our own airplanes, a product that is very
much needed for national defense.

Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to include in my
remarks a letter from the Navy Department showing how
important this airplane fabric is. The letter was read to
the Committee for Reciprocity Information by Mr. H. M.
Bingham as part of his testimony.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair regrets to advise the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts that under the rules consent to
include extraneous matter must be obtained in the House;
it cannot be granted by the Committee of the Whole.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I will make the request
when we go back into the House, These mills will be affected
adversely by the treaty with the United Kingdom. This let-
ter shows the importance the Navy Department and the
War Department attach to these mills and how necessary
they feel it is that these mills be allowed to continue their
commerce in order that they may be available to make this
cloth. The letter is as follows:

COMMITTEE FOR RECIPROCITY INFORMATION—DIVISION IV

Statement of H. M. Brigham, Wellington Sears Co., 65 Worth
Btreet, New York City, who was duly sworn, and testifled as follows:

Mr. BriceaM. I was scheduled to appear tomorrow under airplane
cloths, airplane fabrics, and I am speaking in behalf of the Lonsdale
Co., William Whitman Co,, the Suncook Mills, Ponemah Mills, and
the Warwick Mills, and it was under those names that our written
brief was filed.

The significant feature of our brief may be stated simply by say-
ing that if this group of mills loses their regular commercial busi-
ness because of foreign competition that our Army and Navy Air
Corps will lose their domestic sources of supply for their aircraft
fabrics. These aircraft fabrics supplement in a very small way our

commercial production, and without our regular production
there is not sufficient yardage in these aircraft fabrics to warrant
the operation of one mill. To verify our claim that this group con-
stitutes the sole sources of supply for aircraft fabrics, I will read a
copy of a leiter from the Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics, Navy
Department, to the Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts,
Navy Department. The subject of this letter is, Source of Supply
for Alrcraft Fabrics, with four references. Reference (a) is the copy
of our written brief to the Becretary of the Navy; reference (b) is
our original brief to this committee; and references (¢) and (d) are
specific contracts that the Navy Department had with suppliers
outside the group which I am representing.

The letter reads as follows:

"The statements of the basic letter” (which is our written brief)
“so far as they concern the special nature of the fabrics involved
and the availability of sources of supply are belleved to be correct.
This belief may readily and conclusively be substantiated by a
review of past Navy Department procurements covering airplane
and balloon cloth.

“(a) Sources of supply: Over a period of years bids have been
received from the same few mills, despite all attempts to encourage
wider competition. Several years ago an officer in the supply depart-
ment of the Naval Aircraft Factory endeavored by correspondence
and by personal contact to interest other mills and to urge them to
initiate manufacture of airplane cloth, but all efforts were unpro-
ductive of results.

“{b) Special and ex nature of aircraft fabrics: Because of
the use to which these fabrics are put and the severe service to
which they are subjected they demand almost perfection in manu-
facture. Blight defects which ordinarily would be acceptable in
other fabrics cannot be permitted, particularly where the fabric is
to be coated for the retention of pases, The strength-welght ratio
is unusually high when compared with ordinary commercial fabrics,
and mills must exercise extreme care in the selection of cotton and
in manufacture to produce cloths having the physical properties
specified.

“(c) Manufacture: Endeavors of the Bureau to develop new
sources of supply have been attended by delays and in most cases
failure to deliver satisfactory material. Under reference (c¢) the
contractor delivered material which apparently met the specifica-
tions in that it was accepted by the field inspection service. How-
ever, the cloth could not be used by overhaul activities when it
was Issued, and the entire lot was salvaged and employed for
fabrication of tow targets and other purposes where a much less
expensive cloth such as sheeting or muslin had previously been
used. Under reference (d) the contractor attempted for almost
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a year beyond his delivery date to make an acceptable sample, and
finally defaulted on the contract and purchase was made against
his account.” Reference (c) is one of the first contractors, Navy
contract 9125, Batavia Mills, Reference (d) is Navy contract
42089, Robert Bracewell, contractor.

“A review of the above leads to the conclusion that the present
sources of supply are all that can definitely be depended upon, and
that any increased requirements in an emergency will in all proba-
bility be taken care of by an expansion of existing sources rather
than by a development of new sources. In the event that new
manufacturers do enter this field, it is not believed that immediate
deliveries in any quantities need be expected.

“No comment can be made in connection with the possible
influence of a reduction in tariff by a reciprocal-trade agreement
upon the present domestic production of fine fabrics. Two of the
factors which affect cloth prices are materials and labor. There
will not be a great differential between the cost of raw cotton in
this country and in Great Britain. The big advantage which this
country would have must then be the result of a reduction in the
number of operations caused by improvements in equipment, How-
ever, full automatic machinery has not been developed for fine
goods to the same extent as for coarser fabrics, and the labor
advantage to manufacturers of this country would be negligible.
In the event that foreign competition brought about by a tariff
reduction would cause cessation of manufacture in this country,
this Bureau belleves that the opinion expressed is correct that
adequate supplies in an emergency would be difficult to obfain.
This Bureau is in no position to prediet the consequence of a
reciprocal-trade agreement upon the industry, but does recom-
mend that the influence of such action upon military supplies
be given consideration prior to adoption. It is desired to reiterate
and emphasize the previously expressed opinion that any action
which will tend at this time to decrease the avallability of domestic
stocks of aircraft fabrics or to cause withdrawal of existing facili-
ties will work to the disadvantage of national defense in future
emergencies when the requirements for such materials will be
greatly increased and immediate deliveries mandatory.”

‘Whereas this letter {8 in a sense unofficial and merely an interde-

tal communication, It does nevertheless confirm our state-
ment that we are sole sources of supply for these aircraft fabries.

The official attitude of the Navy may be determined from a letter
of March 5 signed by the Honorable Claude Swanson, which reads
as follows:

“Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of January 28, 1938, en~
closing a copy of a letter addressed to Hon. Cordell Hull, Secre-
tary of State, on the subject of the negotiation of a trade
agreement with the United Eingdom and its effect on supplies of
aircraft fabries.

“Your statements so far as they concern the special nature of
the fabrics involved and available sources of supply are believed to
be correct. With regard to the possible influence of the reduction
in tariff by a reciprocal-trade agreement upon the present domestic
production of fine fabrics, the two factors which affect cloth prices
are materials and labor. It is assumed that these factors will re-
ceive their due consideration by the State Department in the
formulation of a reciprocal-trade agreement.”

I have been unable to get similar copies of correspondence from
the War Department, but I have seen some of this correspondence
and assure you that the War Department substantiates what the
Navy has said. If there is any doubt in your minds concerning the
position of the War Department, I respectfully suggest that you
secure a copy of a letter dated January 27, written by the Air Corps,
Wright Field, Dayton, Ohio, to the Chief of the Air Corps in Wash-
ington. As a matter of fact, whereas there are five mills subscrib-
ing to this brief, this Air Corps letter just referred to admits of only
four sources of supply.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentlewoman 2
additional minutes.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I heard
some testimony the other day at the Raleigh Hotel when the
textile manufacturers were presenting their case. This is a
vital matter to our national defense. I may say there are no
textile mills in my particular district which make that kind
of cloth, but I am thinking also of the mills all over the coun-
fry. Mills in the South also will be hurt by this treaty with
the United Kingdom.

Let us consider for a moment the corduroy mills, and I have
three of them in my district, although one is closed today.
On account of the large importation of corduroy and vel-
veteen from Japan it is the concentrated competition from
which these mills are suffering.

May I say also that it is the concentrated competition
in connection with the importation of shoes that also makes
it so harmful to certain types of shoes made by American
workers. Competition so far as men’s shoes are concerned is
not great, but there is a tremendously concentrated competi-
tion in women's shoes. The leather workers are affected
as the type of leather used in these shoes is like the leather
made by our own leather workers. This is also true in con-
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nection with corduroy, which comes in from Japan. Under
the favored nation clause, Mr. Chairman, Japan will have
the same advantages that are given to Great Britain; in fact
every country of the world will have that same advantage
except Germany.

Mr, Chairman, I desire to bring up another point. While
these hearings are going on, in other words, while our
workers and manufacturers are testifying, negotiators and
trade representatives from Great Britain and the United
Kingdom who are here to negotiate a treaty are allowed to
listen in and take notes. They are permitted to hear the
whole story. They know our case. Yet when these dis-
cussions are had over there, our manufacturers and our
workers are not allowed to sit in and hear their testimony.
May I request the Members of the House to join me in
asking that our manufacturers, our chambers of commerce,
and our labor leaders be permitted to sit in when the British
present their case. I believe we should have every fact pos-
sible in order to fight our battle. It is a very real thing.
It should be nonpartisan and nonpolitical. It is a fight to
save our workers from financial destruction, a fight to main-
tain our standard of living and of wages.

Mr. Chairman, when the Republicans were in power
when I thought measures were defrimental to my district
and to the country as a whole or to my section of the
country I fought them just as hard as I am fighting this
maitter.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURNI. :

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I would not have re-
quested this additional time had it not been that the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts referred to the wool growers of
my State. May I say that their representatives were in
Washington and came to my office? I made an engage-
ment for them to see Secretary Hull to talk about a trade
arrangement with reference to wool. When that conference
was over, one of the leaders came back to my office and told
me that Secretary Hull was right. He also informed me
further that they had agreed with Mr. Hull.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. HEALEY].

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, I heard part of the state-
ment made by the gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs.
Rocers] and I deplore just as much as she does competition
which will in any way imperil our industries in Massachu-
setts and New England. It is true that a treaty has been
negotiated with Czechoslovakia. I understand the total vol-
ume of shoes that will come in under that agreement
amounts to about 1% percent of all the shoes manufactured
for the American market. However, I think even that 114
percent, due to the fact labor is so cheap in Czechoslovakia,
might have the effect of depressing the price of some of the
American~-made shoes.

But, Mr. Chairman, there is another and more serious
side to this question which I think the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts [Mrs. Rocers] has neglected to consider, as
well as some others of my colleagues. I refer to competition
from the low-wage areas of our own country. The maxi-
mum competition for the boot and shoe industry is 1Y
percent from Czechoslovakia, but from other sections of this
country, and I refer to the low-wage areas, we face an addi-
tional and greater competition. It is a fact that the boot
and shoe industry has migrated from Massachusetts into the
State of Maine, the State of Missouri, and other States
where the wage levels and the working standards were less
stringent than in Massachusetts.

That is the competition which has been damaging the
industries of Massachusetts far more than the trade treaties.
This situation has been going on for some 15 years. This
migration of the textile industries and the boot and shoe
industry from New England and Massachusetts started long
before reciprocal-trade treaties were ever thought of. This
migration has been going on into the cheaper wage areas
of this country. Much of the capital that was formerly
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invested in those industries in Massachusetts and New Eng-
land has gone into the cheaper wage areas of this country
because there they have the opportunity to exploit labor
and do not have to observe the labor standards that obtain
in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

During the time the Republicans were in power this mi-
gration of industry from Massachusetts was at its height.
So far as I know, nothing was ever proposed by the party
then in power to halt this migration, to halt this exodus
of industry from that State.

During this very Congress a bill—the wage and hour bill—
which would tend to in some measure equalize labor condi-
tions throughout the country and result in maintaining a
parity as far as minimum wages and maximum hours are
concerned in all sections of the Nation, was defeated.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HEALEY. I am sorry I cannot yield in the few min-
utes allotted to me.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts.
tioned my name.

Mr. HEALEY. I did not mention the gentlewoman’s
name particularly. I also referred to all my colleagues who
voted against this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reiterate this bill would have remedied
labor conditions all over the country.

From 1926 to 1936, most of which time the Republicans
were in control, we lost 350,000 jobs from our pay rolls in
the textile and the boot and shoe industries of Massachu-
setts. Certainly, this was not because of any trade treaties
with Czechoslovakia or any other nation.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. Rocers]l.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, may I
remind the gentleman that it was under a Republican ad-
ministration the child-labor amendment was passed and
went to the States for ratification. House Joint Resolution
184 was introduced on February 13, 1924, by Representative
Israel M. Foster, of Ohio, Republican. It passed the House
on April 26, 1924; passed the Senate on June 2, 1924, and was
enacted June 4, 1924 under President Coolidge. May I also
remind the gentleman from Massachusetts that when the
Republican Party was in power in Massachusetts it was
responsible for the first and very splendid labor laws, the
first such laws to be enacted in the United States, and
the first to be enforced and carried on to the present
time,

I know the gentleman and all the Members from Massa-
chusetts are extremely anxious to have uniform hours of
labor and high wages, but, Mr. Chairman, you and I know
the wages paid in other sections of the country, no matter
how low they may be, do not compare with the low wages
paid in Japan, in Czechoslovakia, or in England. If the
low-priced goods pour into this country it will make even
more difficult the passage of a good wage and hour law.

Mr. Chairman, I did not speak of the woolen industry
that is so menaced by the proposed treaty with the United
Kingdom. This industry recently has been having a very
difficult time, as are many others in this depression. They
realize lowered duty on woolen cloth from England will close
more mills.

I took up with the President, the Secretary of State, and
the Committee for Reciprocity Information the matter of
the proposed reciprocal-trade agreement with Australia,
which is contemplated, and asked that it be negotiated and
go into effect at the same time as the treaty with the
United Kingdom, in order that the woolen manufacturers,
as well as the wool growers, may know what the price of
wool is likely to be. The woolen industry is, unfortunately,
a highly speculative industry, anyway. No woolen manufac-
turer is going to buy his wool until he knows what will hap-
pen to the wool coming in from Australia, nor can he afford
to so do. That would work a hardship on the workers and

The gentleman men-
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on the wool growers also. I have talked with various wool
growers and with Members of Congress who have wool grow=-
ers in their districts, and they agree with me it is vitally
important for them to know what will happen to the price
of raw wool coming in from Australia. It is said that two-
thirds of our imports of wool come from Australia.

I earnestly hope, Mr. Chairman, the Members of the
House will join with me and with the Democrats, because
there are Democrats like the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. ALLEN], Senator DuFry, of Wisconsin, and others, who
are fighting against having the duty lowered on certain items
and against having low prices frozen in our country year
after year. They are fighting with us in order that our
people may keep their jobs and be given more jobs in order
that our people may maintain their standard of living and
wages.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill for amend-
ment.

The Clerk read down to and including line 6 on page 1.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee
do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. LuTrHEr A. JoHNsoN, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union, reported that that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H. R, 9995) making appropriations for
the Military Establishment for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1939, and for other purposes, had come to no resolution
thereon.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend as a part of my own remarks
made in Committee a few minutes ago and include therein
an editorial in the Lowell Sun regarding the reciprocal-trade
agreement with the United Kingdom; also a letter from the
Navy Department regarding the great importance of having
airplane cloth made in this country and of keeping open the
mills providing such ecloth. This letter was incorporated in
a statement read by H. M, Bingham to the Committee for
Reciprocity Information, which was hearing testimony on
textiles.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

(Mr. Hancock of New York asked and was given permis-
sion to extend his own remarks in the REcoRrD.)

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the REcorp on two subjects.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, in view of the controversy
on the floor this afternoon during the speech of the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Fisa]l—and I am sorry the gentle-
man is not here—I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorp with reference to the gentleman’s
attitude on the Tennessee Valley Authority, and to include
therein a resolution introduced by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Fisel] on June 11, 1934, calling for an investiga-
tion of the T. V. A. I may say that at that time Mr, Arthur
E. Morgan was a member of the board.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The resolution is as follows:

House Resolution 429

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority was created by an act
of Congress approved May 18, 1833, to improve the navigability and
to provide for the flood control of the Tennessee River; to provide
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for reforestation and the proper use of marginal lands in the
Tennessee Valley, and for other purposes; and

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority has ignored the main
purposes of the act and is treating the intent of the Congress and
the letter and spirit of the law as of secondary importance; and

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority is spending vast sums of
money from the Treasury of the United States in soclological In-
vestigation and research and for the “planned social and economie
development” of the Tennessee Valley, which was never contem-
plated by the Congress; and

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority has entered into direct
competition with private enterprise and is actually engaged in a
merchandising business to the prejudice and disadvantage of local
tradesmen and investors; and

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority proposes to establish
cooperatives and cooperative stores with the ultimate objective of
controlling the industrial and agricultural activities of the Tennes-
see Valley; and

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority has employed a host of
high-salaried alleged experts, technicians, consultants, social work-
ers, and publicity agents who, together with their staffs, fill three
large office buildings; and

‘Whereas it was originally stated by the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority that the personnel to be employed would be taken from
the Tennessee Valley, it has proceeded to fill practically every
position of importance with people from other parts of the country
who are socialistically ineclined; and

Whereas notwithstanding the expressed terms of the act, direct-
ing the Tennessee Valley Authority to improve and cheapen the
production of fertilizer for the farmers, nothing has been done to
utilize existing facilities or to provide other plants; and

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority has shown an utter
disregard of property rights and of the rights of private power com-
panies and their stockholders by forcing them into agreements
that amount to virtual confiscation; and

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority, without any authority
of law, has squandered huge sums of Federal money in the acqui-
sition of a town site, located 3 miles from the Norris Dam, which
its publicity experts advertise as a model city but which will have
no practical value or useful purpose after the completion of the
dam; and

Whereas numerous complaints have been made by property
owners, taxpayers, businessmen, and farmers in the vicinity, pro-
testing against the unfair and un-American treatment and com-
petition by the Tennessee Valley Authority and its agents through
use of Government funds and subsidies; and

Whereas it is rapidly becoming apparent that the Tennessee
Valley Authority is engaged in trying to destroy private industry,
to eliminate the profit system, to place industry in a strait jacket,
to regiment the farmers, to control business and agricultural activ-
ities in the Tennessee Valley, and to establish a soclalistic form
of collectivism and Government ownership: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Speaker of the House of Representatives be,
and he is hereby, authorized and directed to appoint a committee
of five Members of the House, not more than three of whom shall
be from the same political party, to conduct a thorough investi-
gation of the activities of the Tennessee Valley Authority and its
agents and subsidiaries, and the committee shall report the results
of its investigations with recommendations at the convening of the
next Congress, or as soon thereafter as practicable.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on Wednesday next, after the disposition of business on the
Speaker’s desk and following the legislative program of the
day, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. KeLLER] may be per-
mitted to address the House for 30 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, is it expected we will complete the con-
sideration of the Military Establishment appropriation bill
by Tuesday?

Mr. RAYBURN. Not later than Tuesday. I may say, Mr.
Speaker, in further answer to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, we expect to complete the consideration of this bill
on Monday and Tuesday, and on Wednesday call the cal-
endar of committees. I presume the Speaker will recognize
the chairman of the Committee on Rules to take up the
resolution on the T. V. A. investigation when that is re-
ported. It is hoped to begin the consideration of the legis-
lative appropriation bill on Thursday.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that all Members who have spoken in general debate on the
Military Establishment appropriation bill may have 5 legis-
lative days in which to revise and extend their remarks in
the REcorp.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama? :

There was no objection.

Mr., STARNES., Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. HARLAN, may be per-
mitted to revise and extend his own remarks in the REcorp
and include therein the short bill to which he referred in
his remarks today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

DISTRICT OF COLUMEBIA APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939

Mr. STARNES (for Mr. CoLriNs) submitted a conference
report and statement to accompany the bill (H. R. 9181)
making appropriations for the government of the District of
Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or in part
against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1939, and for other purposes.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to

Mr. Eramer for 10 days on account of important business.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and
45 minutes p. m.), under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, March 28, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY

The Committee on Banking and Currency will continue
hearings on Monday, March 28, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., on the
Patman bill, H. R, 7230.

COMMITTEE ON PATENTS

On Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday, March 28, 29, and
30, 1938, at 10 a. m., the Committee on Patents will continue
hearings that began Monday, March 21, 1938, on the fol-
lowing measures: H. R. 9259, to provide for compulsory
licensing of patents; H. R. 9815, to provide for the granting
of licenses under patents brought within a single control by
competitors to dominate an industry; H. R. 1666, to pro-
vide counsel for the defense and prosecution of rights of
indigent patentees.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Tuesday, March 29, 1938.
Business to be considered: Continuation of hearings on
H. R. 9738—civil aeronautics.

There will be a meeting of Mr. MALONEY’s subcommittee of
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered:
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes.

There will be a meeting of Mr. BuLwINKLE’S subcommittee
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938, Business to be considered:
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear
River.

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938.
Business to be considered: Hearing on H, R. 9047—control
of venereal diseases, and other kindred bills.
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COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

The Subcommittee on Judiciary of the Committee on the
District of Columbia will meet Monday, March 28, 1938, at
10:30 a. m., in room 345 House Office Building, to con-
sider the following bills: H. R. 9684—Racing Board; H. R.
9759—penalty for assault with dangerous weapon.

COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS

There will be a hearing before subcommittee No. 1 of the
Committee' on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m.
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office
Building.

COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration
and Naturalization in room 445, House Office Building, at
10:30 a. m. on Wednesday, March 30, 1938, for the public
consideration of H. R. 8631—for the relief of Vincenzo Fer-
rero, and for the further consideration of unfinished business
of the committee.

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold
hearings at 10 a. m., in room 219, House Office Building,
on the following bills on the dates indicated:

Tuesday, March 29, 1938:

H. R. 9765-S. 3595. To authorize the purchase and distri-
bution of products of the fishing industry.

Wednesday, March 30, 1938:

H. R.8840. To amend section 6 of the act approved May
217, 1936 (49 Stat. L. 1380).

S.1273. To adopt regulations for preventing collisions at
sea.

Tuesday, April 5, 1938:

S.2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety
at sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte-
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea. 1929;
and for other purposes.

Tuesday, April 12, 1938:

H.R.6797. To provide for the establishment, operation,
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in
each of the States of Oregon, Washington. and Idaho.

H.R.8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation,
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash-
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investiga-
tions, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking operations
for these purposes.

8. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery re-
sources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, and
maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Washington,
and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investigations,
surveys, stream improvements, and stocking operations for
these purposes.

Thursday, April 14, 1938:

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 486, sec. 316).

Tuesday, April 19, 1938:

H. R.5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of
June 9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats.

H.R.7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor-
boat operators’ license,

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of ves-
sels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable
waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man-
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for
other purposes,
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COMMITTEE ON NAVAL' AFFAIRS
Full open committee, Naval Affairs, meets at 10:30 a. m.
Monday, April 4, 1938; continuation of consideration of H. R.
9315—to regulate the distribution, promotion, and retirement
of officers on the line of the Navy, and for other purposes.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1183. A letter from the chief scout executive of the Boy
Scouts of America, transmitting a copy of the Twenty-eighth
Annual Report of the Boy Scouts of America (H. Doc. No.
562); to the Committee on Education and ordered to be
printed, with illustrations.

1184. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated March 16, 1938, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of
Woonasquatucket River and tributaries, Rhode Island, au-
thorized by the Flood Control Act appreved June 22, 1936;
to the Committee on Flood Control.

1185. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated March 16, 1938, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers,-on a preliminary examination of Hud-
son Creek, Pasco County, Fla., authorized by the River and
Harbor Act approved August 26, 1937; to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

1186. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated March 15, 1938, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of
Moshassuck River and tributaries, Rhode Island, authorized
by the Flood Control Act approved June 22, 1936; to the
Committee on Flood Control.

1187. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated March 16, 1938, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of Crow
River, Minn., authorized by the Flood Control Act approved
June 22, 1936; to the Committee on Flood Control

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on the District of Columbia.
H. R. 9227. A bill to amend an act entitled “An act to
authorize boxing in the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes”; with amendment (Rept. No. 2004). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on the District of Columbia.
S. 7T11. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to establish
a Code of Law for the District of Columbia,” approvéed March
3, 1901, as amended, and particularly sections 863, 911, and
914 of the said code; with amendment (Rept. No. 2005). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SIROVICH: Committee on Patents. House Joint Res-
olution 447. Joint resolution to protect the copyrights and
patents of foreign exhibitors at the Pacific Mercado Inter-
national Exposifion, to be held at Los Angeles, Calif., in
1940; with amendment (Rept. No. 2006). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. LANHAM: Committee on Patents. S. 477. An act o
prevent fraud, deception, or other improper practice in con-
nection with business before the United States Patent Of-
fice, and for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No.
2007). Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. LANHAM. Committee on Patents. H. R. 9996. A
bill to authorize the registration of certain collective trade-
marks; with amendment (Rept. No. 2008). Referred to the
House Calendar,
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. WALLGREN: A bill (H. R. 10024) to establish the
Olympic National Park, in the State of Washington, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. IZAC: A bill (H. R. 10025) to authorize a prelimi-
nary examination and survey of Santa Marguerita River and
its tributaries in the State of California for flood control, for
run-off and water-flow retardation, and for soil-erosion pre-
vention; to the Committee on Flood Control.

By Mr. MERRITT: A bill (H. R. 10026) to authorize co-
operation between the United States and the State of New
York in the protection of the public interest and welfare in-
herent in certain forest lands in said State through provi-
sion for the acquisition and management of said lands; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MANSFIELD: A bill (H. R. 10027) to provide for
the regional conservation and development of the national
resources, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. PALMISANO (by request) : A bill (H. R. 10028) to
provide for insurance rates against loss by fire and lightning,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. SIROVICH: A bill (H. R. 10029) providing for a
surgeon and ship hospital on vessels; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10030) relative to limitation of ship-
owners' liability; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. GREEN: A bill (H. R. 10031) to authorize the ac-
quisition of lands in the vicinity of Jacksonville, Fla., as a
site for a naval air station and to authorize the construction
and installation of a naval air station thereon; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 10032) to provide for the establishment
of a navy yard at Jacksonville, Fla., to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 10033) to authorize
a preliminary examination and survey of Deer Creek and the
watersheds thereof in the county of Tehama, in the State
of California, for flood control, for run-off and water-flow
retardation, and for soil-erosion prevention; to the Com-
mittee on Flood Control.

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 10034) to
make Members and former Members of Congress ineligible
for appointment to certain offices; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROBERTSON: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 631) to
provide for the erection of a monument to the memory of
Gen. Peter Gabriel Muhlenberg; to the Committee on the
Library.

By Mr. FORD of California: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
632) providing for the participation of the United States in
the international trade exposition to be known as Pacific
Mercado, to be held in the city of Los Angeles, Calif., com-
mencing in the year 1940, and in the world’s fair to be held
in connection therewith in the year 1942, commemorating
the landing of Cabrillo, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. COLLINS: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 45)
providing for an investigation of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority; to the Committee on Rules,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials were presented
and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the
State of California, memorializing the President and the
Congress of the United States relative to the tariff on tung-
sten and tungsten products; to the Committee on Mines and
Mining.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 10035) to amend the act
approved June 13, 1934, conferring jurisdiction upon the
Court of Claims of the United States to hear, consider, and
render judgment on certain claims of George A. Carden and
Anderson T. Herd against the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. FLAHERTY: A bill (H. R. 10036) for the relief of
Albert Mathieson; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. GREGORY: A bill (H. R. 10037) granting a pen-
sion to Mary Jones; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HARTER: A bill (H. R. 10038) to provide for the
appointment of Cloran D. Riggle, Akron, Ohio, as a captain,
Judge Advocate General’s Department, United States Army;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: A bill (H. R. 10039) grant-
ing a pension to Emma Sears Ferguson; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. LANZETTA: A bill (H. R. 10040) to authorize the
presentation of a Distinguished Service Cross to Quintin
Serrano; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MAVERICK: A bill (H. R. 10041) for the relief of
Virgil Kuehl, a minor; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 10042) for the relief of William G.
Schmid; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mrs. NORTON: A bill (H. R. 10043) for the relief of
certain carpenters whose tools were destroyed by fire while
stored in a Works Progress Administration warehouse in
Jersey City, N. J.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SCHULTE: A bill (H. R. 10044) for the relief of
John A. Barr; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr, SNELL: A bill (H. R. 10045) granting an increase
of pension to Maria A. Chandler; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SOMERS of New York: A bill (H. R. 10046) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Elizabeth Fairfax Ayres; to
the Commitfee on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

4633. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Resolution of the
Salmon Purse Seiners’ Union No. 3, of Everett, Wash., N. E.
Mason, secretary, urging the passage of House bill 4199, the
General Welfare Act, and also the passage of Congressman
O’'ConneLL’s House Joint Resolution 527, the peace bill, pro-
viding for distinction between the aggressor and victim and
forbidding exportation of war materials to the aggressor;
protesting against the passage of the Hill-Sheppard bill (May
bill), and protesting against the undemocratic conduct of a
number of Senators in filibustering against the antilynching
bill, thereby sabotaging democracy; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

4634. Also, resolution of the Salmon Purse Seiners’ Union,
No. 3, of Everett, Wash., N. E. Mason, secretary, urging pas-
sage of the Coffee fine arts bill (H. R. 9102), proposing the
establishment of a permanent Bureau of Fine Arts and a
suitable machinery for its administration throughout the
Nation; to the Committee on Education.

4635. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the Finished Laundry,
Inc., Bronx, New York City, opposing the tax of 1 cent on
fuel oil; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

4636. Also, petition of the New York County Lawyers’ As-
sociation, New York City, N. Y., opposing Senate Joint Reso-
lution 134, Which seeks to amend the Constitution in relation
to the procedure of proposing and ratifying amendments to
the Constitution by providing for the adoption of constitu-
tional amendments by popular vote; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

4637. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Memorial of Hon.
C. G. Haley, Centerville, Tex., favoring amendment of the
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Wagner-Peyser Act, In order for the United States Employ-
ment Service to be in a position to request adequate appro-
priations to enable it to supervise State employment offizes,
and to operate the Veterans’ Placement Service and the Farm
Placement Service; to the Committee on Labor.

4638. By Mr. KEOGH : Petition of the Independent Theatre
Owners Association, New York City, concerning the Neely-
Pettengill bill (S. 153); to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

4639. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the
State of New York, concerning Federal Government reorgani-
zation; to the Committee on Government Organization.

4640. Also, petition of P. Pastene & Co., Inc., New York
City, concerning the Federal reorganization legislation; to
the Committee on Government Organization.

4641. By Mr. LAMNECK: Petition of Charles E. Reed
president, Columbus Safety Division of F. C. U., 16 engine
house, Columbus, Ohio, urging the defeat of House bill 7265,
providing for the transfer of all supervision and examination
of credit unions in the District of Columbia to the Farm Credit
Administration; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

4642. By Mr, PFEIFER: Petition of P. Pastene & Co., Inc,
New York City, concerning the Government reorganization
bill; to the Committee on Government Organization.

4643. Also, petition of the Educators Association, Inc., New
York City, concerning the Government reorganization bill; to
the Committee on Government Organization.

4644. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the
State of New York, New York City, concerning the Federal
Government reorganization bill; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Organization.

4645. Also, petition of the Independent Theater Owners
Association, Ine., New York City, concerning the Neely-Pet-
tengill bill (S. 153); to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

4646. By the SPEAKER: Petition pledging the support of
the Eastern Pennsylvania Student Peace Conference to a
program which will make the United States a genuine and
active force for peace; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

. 4647. Also, petition from the American Library Associa-
tion, endorsing the report of the Advisory Committee on Edu-
cation; to the Committee on Education.

4648. Also, petition from the city of Lansing, Mich., pro-
testing against any amendment to the Works Progress Ad-
ministration appropriation; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

4649. Also, petition from the Lithuanians of New Jersey,
protesting against the enslaving of Lithuanians; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

4650. By Mr. HART: Petition of the One Hundred and
Sixty-second Legislature of the State of New Jersey, House
of Assembly, Trenton, N. J., favoring reduction of the in-
terest rate on mortgages held by the Home Owners’ Loan
Corporation from 5 percent to 3 or 314 percent and to extend
the amortization period for said mortgages from 15 years
to 20 or 25 years; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

4651. Also, petition of Lithuanian citizens of the State of
New Jersey, concerning the recent international events, es-
pecially the Polish-Lithuanian developments; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

SENATE
MonNDAY, MARCH 28, 1938
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.
THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day Friday, March 25, 1938, was dispensed with, and
the Journal was approved.
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CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, it is apparent that there is
an absence of a quorum. I suggest such absence, and ask
that the roll be called.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Connally Hughes O'Mahoney
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Callf, Overton
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Colo. Pittman
Austin Dieterich King Pope

Bailey Donahey La Follette Radcliffe
Bankhead Duffy Lee Reames
Barkley Ellender Lewis Reynolds
Berry Frazier Lodge Russell

Eilbo George Logan Schwartz
Bone Gerry Lonergan Schwellenbach
Borah Gibson Lundeen Sheppard
Bridges Gillette McAdoo Shipstead
Brown, Mich. Glass McGill Smathers
Brown, N. H. Green McEKellar Smith
Bulkley Guffey McNary Thomas, Okla.
Bulow Hale Maloney Thomas, Utah
Burke Harrison Miller Townsend
Byrd Hatch Milton Truman
Byrnes Hayden Minton Tydings
Capper Herring Vandenberg
Caraway Hill Neely Wagner
Chavez Hitchcock Norris Walsh

Clark Holt Nye ‘Wheeler

Mr. LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PeppER] and the Senator from Indiana [Mr, Van Nuys]
are detained from the Senate on important public business.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarraN] is detained in
his State on official business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-two Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President of the United States
were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one of his
secretaries, who also announced that the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts:

On March 21, 1938:

5.1077. An act to amend the act creating the Federal
Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for
other purposes.

On March 26, 1938:

S8.975. An act to amend the act approved February 7, 1913,
so as to remove restrictions as to the use of the Little Rock
Confederate Cemetery, and for other purposes;

S.1986. An act to amend section 42 of title 7 of the Canal
Zone Code and section 41 of the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other pur-
poses,” approved March 2, 1917, as amended (U. S. C., 1934
ed., title 48, sec. 893) ;

S5.2963. An act authorizing the Superintendent of the
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., to accept gifts
and bequests of money for the purpose of erecting a building
on land now owned by the United States Government at the
Naval Academy, and for other purposes;

S.3554. An act authorizing the appointment of an addi-
tional judge of the District Court for the Northern District of
Alabama; and

S.3655. An act amending section 312 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938.

PARTICIPATION BY UNITED STATES IN FOURTH INTERNATIONAL

CONFERENCE ON PRIVATE AIR LAW

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States, which was read,
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, as follows:

To the Congress of the Uniled States:

I commend to the favorable consideration of the Congress
the enclosed report from the Secretary of State to the end
that legislation may be enacted authorizing an appropria-
tion of the sum of $15,500, or so much thereof as may be
necessary, for the expenses of participation by the United
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